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ABSTRACT
DEVELOPMENT AND USE OF AN INSTRUMENT
FOR ASSESSING THE SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT OF PEACE CORPS
TRAINING PROGRAMS
SEPTEMBER 1995
DAVID J. STYLES, B.S., TENNESSEE TECHNOLOGICAL UNIVERSITY
M.S., UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor David R. Evans
Over the last 25 years, researchers have made a strong case for
a better understanding of the role of the social environment in formal
classroom educational settings. Much of the research in this area has
centered around the relationships between students’ perceptions of
their classroom social environment and various educational outcomes,
such as achievement. Numerous instruments have been developed
and used for assessing the social environment in various formal
classroom settings. Unfortunately, parallel research has not occurred
in adult training settings despite the assumption by many, if not
most
trainers that the social climate in a training program impacts the
outcome of the program.
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The purpose of this study was to develop and use a social
environment assessment instrument in an adult training setting in
order to demonstrate the viability of such an instrument development
procedure for adult training programs. In addition, this study sought
to demonstrate the utility of information collected by the assessment
instrument developed. The US Peace Corps’ preservice training
program was selected as a setting for the development of the
procedure and to demonstrate uses of the information collected.
A social environment assessment instrument for the Peace
Corps’ preservice training programs was developed and the
development process documented. It was apparent that the same
instrument development procedure could be used in other adult
training settings. The information generated from uses of the
assessment instrument developed, both draft and final versions,
proved to be useful to both training program managers and to trainers
in their work. These uses were also documented.
This study also found that the theoretical framework upon
which formal classroom social environment assessment research is
based is applicable to an adult training setting, as are the commonly
used instrument development procedures for assessing classroom
environments.
One particularly interesting conclusion of this study was that
assessment instruments must be kept simple in adult training
settings. Trainers and training managers are reluctant to use a longer
version of the instrument developed even though it was shorter than
some widely-used similar instruments designed for formal classroom
settings.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Over the last two decades a number of evaluation instruments
have evolved to measure students' and teachers' perceptions of
classroom social environments. Insights provided from the use of
these classroom-based social environment assessment instruments
have proven to be effective in improving the quality of the
instructional experience. This study extends the use of this form of
evaluation to an adult training setting. This was accomplished by
developing a social environment assessment instrument for an adult
training program and identifying some ways in which the product
could be used for training improvement.
Quality training programs are important. Just as schools help
meet the general educational requirements of our society, training
programs play a major role in meeting the specific human resource
needs of government and private organizations. It has been
estimated that more that 43 billion dollars were devoted to
employee training in the United States in 1990 [excluding the U.S.
federal government] (Gordon, 1991). According to a 1993 survey
conducted by Lakewood Publication (Gerber, 1993), that amount has
now risen to 45 billion dollars. Within the United States Federal
Government, the State Department alone spent in excess of 40 million
dollars on training programs for its employees in 1991 (Office of
Management and Budgets, 1992).
Contrary to conventional wisdom, training programs have not
been among the first activities to be reduced during recent spending
cuts and poor economic growth. During 1990, approximately halt of
all U.S. organizations made cutbacks in their budget and/or staff.
However, only about a quarter have reduced their training functions.
Of this quarter, few targeted training for reductions in preference to
other areas (Gordon, 1991).
Training programs and formal classroom education are similar
in many ways. Both are often defined as "instructional processes
designed to modify human behavior" (Goldstein, 1974, p. 3). The
educational process in either setting is influenced by perceptions of
other people's conduct in the educational setting. A recent survey of
training programs indicates that interpersonal relations is an
increasingly frequent topic in training programs (Gordon, 1991).
Ironically, little research is actually available on social environments
in a training setting, nor on how behavior in a training setting may
influence the outcome of a training program.
There are many aspects of behavior in any social setting. One
of these is what Rudolf Moos terms the "personality" of the setting, or
"social climate" (1979, p. viii). Through the work of Moos (1979),
Fraser (1986), and others, significant progress has been made toward
better understanding the social climate (now more frequently
termed environment) of formal classroom educational settings,
especially as perceived by the individuals in the environment.
Over the last 20 years researchers have made a strong case for
a connection between characteristics of the social environments in
formal classroom educational settings and educational outcomes. For
example, Talmage and Walberg reported in a 1978 study on learning
outcome and social environment that perceptions of greater
classroom competitiveness were associated with lower reading
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achievement scores (Fraser, 1986. p. 105). In a 1985 study by
Fraser and O'Brien, student perceptions of their classroom
environment accounted for 77 % of the variance in word knowledge
and 72 % of the variance in comprehension on tests published by the
Australian Council for Educational Research (Fraser, 1986, p. 107).
Clearly there is an assumption in the world of training that
connections exist between aspects of the social environment of a
training program and training outcome. Intuitively, every trainer
knows that "good" relations between participants is generally a
desirable element in training programs.
Virtually every publication on training addresses some aspect
of what Moos terms the "social environment." The Peace Corps, an
organization where approximately 25 % of their annual budget is
devoted to training and training support, makes the following
statement in a major resource guide for trainers. "The facilitator has
an important part in developing the climate of the group.... The
informality of the facilitator and the building of a warm and friendly
attitude toward all group members encourages participation" (Peace
Corps, 1987, P. 93). Before classroom environment research became
widespread in the early 70s, many classroom teachers and
administrators intuitively assumed some connections existed
between the social environment of the classroom and learning.
Numerous research studies have indicated that many of these
assumptions were true. The same situation now exists in the
educational setting of adult training programs. It is time to tap the
research methodologies commonly used in classroom-based social
environment research for use in adult training settings.
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Purpose and Implementing Questions
The purposes ot this study were to develop and use a social
environment assessment instrument in an adult training setting and
to demonstrate the viability of such a procedure for other similar
training programs. To fulfill these purposes, the following
implementing questions were addressed:
1. Do the methods commonly used for assessing the social
environment of classroom settings provide a basis for
creating an instrument to measure the social environment
in an adult training setting?
2. By what procedure would such an instrument be created
and what would be the contents?
3. In what ways could the resulting instrument be used as a
training and evaluation tool?
By addressing each of these implementing questions
sequentially, the purposes of this research were achieved. Sources of
information to address these questions included reviews of
literature, documentation of the procedure used to adapt classroom-
based social environment research to a specific type of adult training
program, and interviews. The primary setting for this study was the
U.S. Peace Corps' pre-service training programs in Micronesia.
Rationale and Significance of the Study
An individual's perceptions of a situation is what ultimately
guides his or her response to the situation. Therefore, measurements
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of the individual s perceptions of the social environment of a trainingO
setting is a meaningful way of examining behavior in that setting.
A training environment conducive to learning is at least an
intuitive, if not explicit, goal of trainers. The importance of the
various aspects of the social environment of training programs is a
much discussed topic in training literature and training of trainers
workshops, yet very little research exists to substantiate any
relationships that may exist between elements of the social
environment of a training program and outcomes of the training
program.
There is a long tradition of classroom-based social environment
research begun by D.S. Thomas in 1929, and continued by such noted
educators and psychologists as Lewin (1935), Murray (1938),
Walberg (1969), Marjoribanks (1974), Moos (1979), and Fraser
(1981). This research has proven useful in predicting behavior in
classroom social climates and in establishing relationships between
aspects of the social environment in a classroom and learning
outcome.
There are obvious similarities between formal classroom
settings and adult training settings. A contribution in adult training
would be to provide a foundation for the transfer and application of
recognized research methods on the social environments of formal
classroom settings to adult training settings.
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Limitations and Assumptions
1. The researcher assumes that having a constructive social
environment in a training program is an intrinsically valuable goal of
any trainer or training program manager.
2. This study is not intended to be a definitive work on relationships
that may or may not exist between elements of the social
environment of a training program and training outcome. Rather,
this research provides a foundation for further research in that area.
It focuses on the process of social environment assessment
instrument development and possible uses of the information
collected.
3. Adult training programs are so diverse in expectations of behavior
and group norms that a valid standardized perceptual scale type
social environment assessment instrument for all adult training
programs is not possible. Thus:
A. The instrument development process described in this research is
intended to be useful only as a guide to others seeking to develop a
social environment assessment instrument in other adult training
settings.
B. Extrapolations of tabulated assessment findings to other adult
training situations should be made with caution.
4. Research has firmly established that under certain conditions
relationships exist between some social characteristics, such as age,
sex, and socioeconomic background, and behavior. Due to the scope
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of this study, the possible impact of these variables on perceptions of
the social environment in a training setting are not considered.
5. The social environment of an educational setting is but one type of
environmental influence, others include physical environment and
organizational environment. However, Moos (1979) considers social
environment to be the most important of the three in studying
factors that influence behavior. Therefore, this study is limited to
only brief narrative descriptions of physical and organizational
environments.
6. The instrument development procedure identified in this study is,
because of its complexity, realistically limited to relatively large
training events that take place on a regular basis. Any instrument
development procedure that requires significant time and input from
staff, such as the instrument development process set forth in this
study, has this limitation.
Definition of Terms
Social Environment/Climate--the whole of dynamic relationships that
exist between people in a social setting (such as a classroom or
training program). Moos (1979) terms social environment/climate
the "personality" of a classroom or other group setting.
Environmental Press--a term frequently used, especially in earlier
social environment/climate type research, describing the manner in
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which characteristics of a social setting affect the behavior of
individuals in that social setting.
Person Environment Fit-comes out of Lewin's (1935) assertion that
behavior is a function ot the person and the environment.
Specifically, the term refers to relationships between personal needs
and the social environment.
Peace Corps-an agency of the U.S. government that places U.S.
volunteers in professional positions in developing countries for
assignments of two years duration. Typical assignments are as
teachers, agricultural or health extension specialists, and community
development workers.
Peace Corps Pre-service Training (PST)— a 10-12 week job
orientation, cultural orientation, and skills development training
program required before service as a Peace Corps Volunteer.
SEAT—acronym given the instrument that was a product of this
study. SEAT means Social Environment Assessment of Training.
S
CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Exploring the usefulness of extending classroom-based social
environment assessment into an adult training setting draws upon
two distinct bodies of literature. First, the theoretical background
and development of social environment assessment in educational
settings will be examined. Next, the field of adult training program
evaluation will be surveyed. The literature review will conclude
with a brief discussion of the relationship between these two fields.
Part I--Environment Assessment
in Educational Settings
Research on social environments of educational settings over
the last 60 years has confirmed at least one reality; the educational
settings we create have an impact on the behavior of people in that
setting (Moos, 1979, p. 273). Haertel and Walberg (1981) reported
from research conducted in several countries that use of student
perceptions of actual classroom environment as predictor variables
established consistent relationships between the nature of classroom
environment and various student cognitive and affective outcome.
Fraser (1986) reviewed more than three dozen studies having to do
with the relationship between the social environment in an
educational setting and learning outcome. His conclusions were much
the same as that of Haertel and Walberg.
Perhaps more importantly, educators know intuitively that the
social climate in an educational setting can be either a positive or
negative force in the attainment of educational objectives. Social
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environment assessment instruments assist educators in dissecting
that environment and determining the parts that are functioning as
desired and the parts that are not.
During the last decade, the concept of social environment in
educational settings has appeared in educational literature with
increasing frequency (Fisher & Fraser, 1990). The principal focus of
this literature has been on various instruments to assess the social
environment in primary, secondary, and college classrooms and the
implications of these assessments. Although the focus of this
literature has been practical, it has a strong theoretical base.
Social Environment Theory
Educators and researchers have long shown a strong interest in
behavior in educational settings. Early educational theorists, such as
Dewey, and educational psychologists such as James and Thorndike,
all had a basic interest in behavior in educational settings. However,
the concept of a social environment or climate and its influence on
behavior has it origins in the work of Kurt Lewin and Henry Murray.
Lewin (1934), in "A Dynamic Theory of Personality," theorized that
an individual's behavior is strongly influenced by his or her total
"field " or environment. The familiar Lewinian formula, B= f(P,E)
[Behavior is a function of personality and environment] was put forth
largely to stress the need for new research strategies in which
behavior is considered a function of the person and the environment
(Fraser, 1986).
Murray asserted that the relationship a person has with the
environment is reciprocal and that individual characteristics of a
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person interact with the environment to determine behavior. He
emphasized the role of needs and coined the term "environmental
press to indicate the "press" of the environment on a person to
behave in a certain way. Murray built on Lewin's work by theorizing
that people react differently to the salient characteristics of
environmental press and that environmental press can either
support or retard the satisfaction of needs (Murray, 1938).
Murray's view, commonly referred to as "needs-press theory,"
gained wide acceptance through a prize-winning 1958 article in the
Journal of Educational Psychology , by C.R. Pace and G.G. Stern. In this
article and in subsequent publications, the authors formulated a
theory of person-environment congruence in which personal needs
and environmental press could be used to enhance learning outcome.
In the late 1960s, R.H. Moos and H.J. Walberg independently began
similar work in this area.
The research work of Moos and Walberg in social environments
is now referred to in virtually all published work in this area.
Walberg, through such articles as "Teacher Personality and Classroom
Climate" (1968), "Class Size and the Social Environment of Learning"
(1969), "The Social Environment as Mediator of Classroom Learning"
(1969), "A Model for Research on Instruction" (1970), and "Social
Environment and Individual Learning" (1972), appears to have
popularized inquiry into the relationship between the social
environment of the classroom and learning. As is evident by the
titles of Walberg's articles, he focuses primarily on practical
application.
1
1
It is the work ot Rudolf Moos that provides the theoretical
foundation of most work of the last two decades in this area. At the
base of Moos work is his belief that the total environment is
important when considering influences on students' satisfaction,
learning, and personal growth. He notes that there are an infinite
number of environmental variables that interact with one another to
form the total environment. However, he believes they can be
conceptualized into four major domains. These four domains are
briefly explained below:
Physical Setting—The actual physical surroundings. For example, the
arrangement of chairs in a room can create expectations on the part
of the students and teacher as to the nature of the social interactions
that will take place.
Organizational Factors—Characteristics of the institution such as
administrative structure, communication channels, and faculty-
student ratio. For example, studies show that school size can affect a
student's sense of competition.
The Human Aggregate—This is the aggregate of characteristics of
students in a setting, such as age, ability level, socioeconomic
background, and educational attainment. It implies the character of
a social environment depends in part on the typical characteristics of
it members.
Social Climate—Synonymous with the term social environment, it is
the personality of an educational setting. Social climate is also
conceptualized by Moos as the web of relationships in an educational
setting. (Moos, 1979, p. 6-10)
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Although Moos' work on evaluating educational environments
looks at the first three domains, his work is primarily centered
around the fourth domain of Social Climate (or social environment).
Moos suggests that significant research exists related to physical
setting, organizational factors, and the human aggregate but
relatively little on social climates. Furthermore, Moos states, "As I
see it, the social climate is both a fourth domain of environmental
variables and the major mediator of the influences of the other
three" (1979, p.10).
Moos bases his research on social climates on the premise that
one can distinguish different types or "dimensions" of the social
environmental stimuli, and that these dimensions can have
distinctive influences on psychological process and behavior
(Walberg, 1979). After research on 10 different social settings,
[among these prisons, college living groups, and secondary school
classrooms], Moos found, "These vastly different settings can be
described by common or similar sets of dimensions, that I have
conceptualized in three broad domains: relationship dimensions,
personal growth or goal orientation dimensions, and system
maintenance and change dimensions" (Moos, 1979, p. 14). With
these three broad dimensions as guides. Moos has developed and
tested subscales of these dimensions to assess classroom climates
(see Appendix A for an example of the items in Moos' instrument for
assessing classroom climate, the Classroom Environment Scale).
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Instrument Development and Use
Measuring social environments has proven to be a complex
undertaking. In 1974, Neilsen and Kirk noted that two categories of
measurement dominate the field. These categories are (1) observer
rating methods and (2) perceptual questionnaires. Over the last
decade a number of narrative descriptions concerned with classroom
environment have been published. Although these studies make a
valuable contribution to social environment literature, they are not
considered in this review due to the very wide range of issues they
address and the variations in techniques. Even with this recent
increase in qualitative inquiry into classroom climates, social
environment in education literature continues to be dominated by
quantitative observational methods and participant questionnaires
research.
According to Nielsen and Kirk (1974), the observational type
instruments that have been most used in social environment
research are primarily of a type that requires observer researchers
to divide classroom behavior into predetermined categories. These
categories depend on the purpose of the research but in general are
of a low inference nature (little interpretation is needed); e.g., " how
many times did pupils ask a question in class?".
Early observational work, that provides a foundation for much
that has followed, was published in 1934 by J. W. Wrightstone
(Nielsen and Kirk, 1974). The focus of Wrightstone's work was on
the rapport between pupils and teachers with the emphasis on
categorizing the behavior of the teacher as either integrative or
dominative. The widely cited works of H. H. Anderson also focuses
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on a dichotomicul upprouch similar to Wrightstone in observing
learning environments.
Withall (1951) was the first to use a continuum in constructing
an instrument to observe social behavior in the classroom. Withall's
instrument required the research-observer to listen to what a
teacher said, then rate remarks of the teacher and students on a
seven-point continuum from "learner supportive remark" to "teacher
supportive remark."
It appears that all classroom environment observation
instruments using a rating technique now employ some type of
continuum on which the researcher- observer rates teacher or
student behavior. One of the most widely used observational type
instruments was the Interactional Analysis System developed by
Flanders in the early 60s. This instrument focused on the influence
of the teacher in the classroom and distinguished the difference
between "direct" and "indirect" influence (Nielsen and Kirk, 1974).
During the last two decades there have been several notable
contributions to social environment research through the use of
observation type instruments. However, social environment research
in educational settings has come to be dominated by perceptual
measures using questionnaires completed by participants in the
educational setting.
According to Fraser, perceptual based instruments offer several
major advantages over observational type research. He writes:
In contrast to methods which rely on outside observers, [this
approach] defines classroom environment in terms of shared
perceptions of the students and sometimes the teachers in that
15
environment. This has the dual advantage of characterizing the
class through eyes of the actual participants and capturing
data which the observer could miss or consider unimportant.
(1986, p. 1)
Fraser continues in his assessment of the advantages of perceptual
measures of educational settings:
[Perceptual measures] are more economical than classroom
observation techniques which involve the expense of trained
outside observers... they are based on students' experience
over many lessons, while observational data usually are
restricted to a very small number of lessons... they involve the
pooled judgments of all students in a class, whereas
observation techniques typically involve only a single
observer... students' perceptions, because they are
determinants of student behavior more so than the real
situation, can be more important than observed behavior...
perceptual measures of classroom environment typically have
been found to account for considerably more variance in
student learning outcomes than have directly observed
variables. (1986, p.3)
According to Walberg (1990), four of the perceptual measures
most commonly used are the Classroom Environment Scale (CES),
developed by Moos; and the Learning Environment Inventory (LEI),
My Class Inventory (MCI), and the Individualized Classroom
Environment Scale (ICES), developed by Fraser in cooperation with
other researchers.
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The LEI and the MCI are similar, the major difference being
that the MCI is designed specifically for children 8-12 years in age
and is therefore shorter and written in simpler terms. Fraser
developed the ICES because he felt the other instruments, including
Moos’ CES, did not adequately measure the social climate of
classrooms utilizing an individualized or more inquiry based
approach to education.
Each of Fraser's instruments, though they each make a unique
contribution, all appear to have a similar basic format to Moos’
Classroom Environment Scale. As Moos’ work provides a theoretical
underpinning for most classroom environment assessment research,
including Fraser's, a more in-depth examination of the CES is in
order.
The Classroom Environment Scale
Moos' CES, first published in 1973, is the result of his
theoretical work in conceptualizing dimensions of a social
environment. As explained above. Moos divided the social climate
into three domains--relationships, personal growth or goal
orientation, and system maintenance and change. It was from these
three domains of the larger Social Climate domain that Moos
developed the subscale descriptors seen in Table 1, and subsequently
the Classroom Environment Scale, to measure these subscale
descriptors (see Appendix A for CES items).
As part of Moos' strategy in developing subscale descriptors for
the CES, a team of professional educators wrote questionnaire items
they thought to be indicators of the dimensions. These were written
17
atter interviews and observations of students and faculty at schools.
After extensive analysis, the items that were highly correlated to a
particular subscale, with correlation of 0.40 or above, were selected
(Moos, 1979, p. 140).
Assessment of Adult Learning Environments
Social environment assessment in adult educational settings is
particularly relevant to this study. However, as noted in the Adult
Education Quarterly, "Research on adult classroom environments is
conspicuously missing" (Beer & Darkenwald, 1989, p. 33). Virtually
all social environment research in educational settings has been
limited to work with children in primary and secondary school
classrooms (Langenbach & Aagaard, 1990).
The only two exceptions found in the literature of instruments
developed specifically for an adult educational setting are the College
and University Classroom Environment Inventory (CUCUI) developed
by Fraser and Treagust and the Adult Classroom Inventory Scale
(ACES) developed by Darkenwald and Valentine. The CUCUI is
targeted specifically at the college and university classroom
population while the ACES is designed to measure the social
environment of adult education classrooms in general.
Because of the more general adult research population of the
ACES and therefore its relevance to this study, an in-depth look at
the ACES is needed.
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The Adult Classroom Environment Scale
The Adult Classroom Environment Scale (ACES) is an
instrument developed by Gordon Darkenwald and Thomas Valentine
to measure the social environment of adult classroom education. As
previously mentioned, the ACES is the only scale developed
specifically to measure adult classroom environment in general. The
ACES has been administered to adult education populations ranging
from evening master's in Business Administration program
participants to participants in non-credit courses (Langenbach and
Aagaard, 1990, p.95).
ACES is constructed such that there are three forms with each
form being composed of 49 statements divided equally among seven
dimensions. Respondent's perception of each statement is recorded
by the respondent on a five-point Likert-type scale of "strongly
disagree" to "strongly agree." Each of the three forms differs from
the others only in the directions to the person completing the form
and the tense of the items. Darkenwald and Valentine refer to the
three forms as the "Student Real" form, the "Student Ideal" form, and
the "Teacher Real" form. The teacher and student real forms are
essentially evaluations of the actual class situation. The student ideal
form is designed to let the student express opinions on what they
believe to be the ideal classroom social environment (see Appendix A
for a copy of ACES ).
According to Darkenwald, analysis of discrepancies between
forms of the ACES has applications for a better understanding of the
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Table 1
Classroom Environment Scale Subscale Descriptions
Subscale Description
RELATIONSHIP DIMENSIONS
1. Involvement •Extent to which students are attentive and
interested in class activities and participate
in discussions.
2. Affiliation •Student friendship and the extent to which
students help each other and enjoy working
together.
3. Teacher support •Help, interest, trust and friendship the
teacher shows toward students.
PERSONAL GROWTH OR GOAL ORIENTATION DIMENSIONS
4. Task orientation •Importance of completing planned activities
and sticking to the subject matter.
5. Competition •Emphasis placed on students competing with
each other for grades and recognition, and
the difficulty of achieving good grades.
SYSTEM MAINTENANCE AND CHANGE DIMENSIONS
6. Order •Emphasis on students behaving in an orderly
manner and on the organization of
assignments and class activities.
7. Rule clarity •Emphasis on establishing and following a
clear set of rules and on students knowing
what the consequences will be if they do not
follow them.
8. Teacher control •How strictly the teacher enforces rules and
the severity of punishment for rule
infractions
9. Innovation •How much students contribute to planning
class activities and the number of unusual
and varying activities planned by the
teacher.
20
teaching-learning process, including learning outcomes, achievement,
and overall program participation (19X7, pp. 135-136).
ACES, like most other social environment scales, is rooted in
social environment/climate theory, social ecology, and person-
environment fit. Darkenwald states that the work of Rudolf Moos
"underpins" the theoretical base of ACES (Darkenwald, 1987, p. 127).
Of particular interest to Darkenwald was the fact that Moos has more
specifically identified environmental dimensions that influence
individuals in different social settings, not just primary or secondary
classrooms. Furthermore, Moos refined the use of scales to measure
the social environment of various settings. Moos' use of dimensions
(subscales) on these scales appears to have heavily influenced
Darkenwald in his development of the ACES. Not only are the scales
similar in format, the parameter of the dimensions in the ACES are
an adaptation of Moos' work. For example, the subscales of Moos'
Classroom Environment Scale (see subscale descriptors shown in
Table 1. above) closely resemble Darkenwald’s dimensions of the
ACES (see Appendix A for a copy of ACES) (Moos, 1979, p. 141).
In developing the ACES, Darkenwald followed Moos' example in
the development of CES. Interviews were held by the research team
with 28 teachers of adults and 35 adult students. The research team
also examined environment measures developed for other
populations and related purposes. Next, each team member wrote 25
items that were evaluated by the total group. This process yielded
several hundred items. After eliminating inappropriate and
redundant items, 159 remained. These 159 items were then
reviewed a second time by a panel of faculty and students in adult
education. This panel recommended 89 items that were inductively
classified into seven dimensions (Darkenwald, 1987, p. 128).
This version of ACES with 89 items was pilot tested with 220
adult students from a variety of settings. With standard item-
analysis procedures and respondent feedback, the scale was reduced
to 49 items.
Part II-Adult Training Program Evaluation
The evaluation of adult training programs as an area of
literature is perhaps one of the most discussed yet least focused of
educational topics. For monetary reasons, evaluation of training
programs is a highly visible concern for both the public and private
sector. With the rapid growth of the field of evaluation over the last
40 years, a large number of evaluation designs and models of the
evaluation process have emerged. Each of these
designs/models/processes were formulated to meet specific training
and evaluation needs and interests. Unfortunately, the array of
evaluation options and their purposes often leaves
trainers/evaluators confused as to their best alternatives.
A review of Books in Print 1993. revealed that there are
dozens of books on the topics of management and occupational
training evaluation. Training evaluation is also a major topic in
dozens of books published under the heading of training. There have
also been large numbers of unpublished evaluation manuals by
government agencies and private organizations.
In response to this menu of designs, many trainers and
evaluators appear to be overwhelmed and simply revert to what
they were taught instead of examining the options. As an editor for
Adult Learning describes the situation, "In spite of the array of
models from which to choose, many people function only from what
they learned in the last evaluation course they took. Occasionally
you find someone whose only concept of evaluation is from the
1950s" (Sandmann, 1991, p. 6).
Trends and Myths in Evaluation
Egon Guba and Yvonna Lincoln (1989) believe that, despite the
confusion, there have been definite trends in evaluation and that we
are now in the fourth generation of evaluation approaches. The first
generation focused on the development of methods to measure the
difference between the situation as it exists and the way that
management and trainers perceived that it should be. These
methods evolved around statistics and test instruments.
The second generation grew out opposition to the strongly
positivist paradigm of the first generation and featured a more
descriptive approach. Both qualitative and quantitative methods
were used to paint a picture of a training situation.
The third generation went beyond descriptions of participants
and featured a more holistic view of a training program. Issues such
as appropriateness of training activities, judgments of quality, and
even questions about a program’s overall goals were considered.
Guba and Lincoln believe we are in a new generation of
evaluation where the evaluator is much more involved in the overall
organizational process. They see the new overall role of the
evaluator as a kind of negotiator among the different stakeholders
involved in the organization. This role acknowledges the various
philosophies and interest that exist and allows the evaluator to
utilize any number of tools to obtain information necessary.
Although Guba and Lincoln contribute significantly toward
helping the training program evaluator understand his or her role,
they do little more than validate the use of a range of assessment
methods. The trainer/evaluator still has to decide which evaluation
process and methods are most appropriate for the organizational
situation, his or her perceived role as an evaluator, and even his or
her personal strengths.
Michael Patton (1991), author of several frequently cited books
on training evaluation, believes the confusion trainers face in
selecting meaningful evaluation procedures can be reduced by
"unlearning" some of the myths surrounding training evaluation. He
states that three of the most common myths are (1) evaluation is
findings for a report, (2) educational outcomes and impacts are hard
to measure and, (3) evaluation is an add-on.
According to Patton, the first myth (evaluation is findings for a
report) should be countered with the principle, "evaluation is a
learning process" (1991, p. 9). He explains that evaluation
experiences can be meaningful, empowering parts of the total
learning experience rather than some judgmental process. He
stresses the importance of incorporating the evaluation process into
the total educational process from the beginning.
The second myth (educational outcomes and impacts are hard
to measure) should be countered with the principle, "It is better to
have soft data about important issues than to have hard data about
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unimportant issues." Regarding this principle Patton states,
Meaningful evaluation need not be limited by the state-of-the-art of
test and measurement. Meaningful evaluation centers on a
thoughtful and thought-provoking process based on careful
observation, genuine listening, reflective practice and ongoing
learner feedback" (Patton, 1991, p. 28).
The third myth (evaluation is an add-on) should be countered
with the principle, "Evaluation is most meaningful when it is fully
integrated into teaching and learning activities." Patton uses an
example to explain how this principle could operate. He explains that
a traditional evaluation for a workshop where the desired outcomes
are changes in the participants' knowledge, skills, and attitudes
would begin with a pre-test to establish baseline data and end with a
post test. A more integrated participatory approach would be to
begin the workshop with a participant self-assessment exercise that
will prepare them to begin to think about what will be covered in the
workshop and what they need to learn. The final exercise of the
workshop would be a type of review of the workshop's content that
would allow the participants to identify what they have learned or
need to become more familiar with.
Despite the large number of publications on training evaluation,
most of the literature appears to fall into two rather distinct
categories. There is the cookbook style text on evaluation, such as
Renwick's Evaluation Handbook (1979). This type of text appears to
be designed for the trainer-practitioner who may have no experience
with evaluation. Then there is the more theoretical, research-based
approach to training evaluation, such as Hawthorn's Evaluating
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Em ployee Training Programs (19X7). These texts and articles, much
fewer in number than the cookbook approaches, offer a more
thoughtful look at the total evaluation effort and how the efforts fit
into the larger educational context. However, much of the theoretical
literature appears to offer little in terms of practical application.
Each of these approaches serve the needs of the reader in different
ways.
Defining Training and Evaluation
In a 1991 critique of evaluation trends, Lorilee Sandmann of
the American Association of Adult and Continuing Education
attributed the confused state of evaluation among many trainers to
the lack of agreement on the definition of evaluation itself. Since
training evaluation is linked with the training process itself, some of
the confusion on evaluation is undoubtedly associated with the array
of opinions on what comprises a training program (Sandmann, 1991)
Defining Training Proerams
As stated in the introduction to this study, training programs
are directed toward the development in a person of "knowledge,
skills and attitudes to perform well defined tasks" (Rowntree, 1981,
p. 327). The Concise Dictionary of Education , defines training as
"Instruction to carry out specific functions" (Hawes and Hawes, 1982,
p. 234).
There was much criticism in the early and mid-seventies that
many training managers looked at training as an end in itself. The
Handbook of the American Society for Personnel Administration
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(1974) goes to great lengths to stress that training must be seen in
the context of overall organizational goals (McGhee, 1974). Irwin
Goldstein of the University of Maryland wrote extensively on this
subject in his 1974 book. Training: Program Development and
Evaluation. He states, "Unfortunately, many programs are doomed to
failure because trainers are more interested in conducting the
training program than assessing the needs of their organization" (p.
19).
Over the last decade, the concepts have changed to reflect a
more comprehensive view of training as part of a process in an
organization. Lloyd Stanley (1987) writes on this concept in his
book. Evaluation of Training , that was published by a United Nations
funded development organization and is widely used by the Peace
Crops. He contends that training is not an event but a system with
many interdependent components (evaluation being one of these).
He describes the training systems as a symbiotic process having
several interdependent parts. "For instance, the OBJECTIVES of the
training activity are inherent in the training needs while both NEEDS
and OBJECTIVES set the stage for evaluation and are themselves
influenced in the future by the process of the evaluation" (P. 14).
Other internationally noted training evaluators, such as
Britain's Leslie Rae (1986), are in agreement with Stanley's concept
of training as a process with interlinking parts. In her comprehensive
book on training evaluation. How to Measure Training Effectiveness ,
Rae emphasizes that there are three major components of any
training program. First, she stresses the importance of needs
analysis and defining the reasons for training before any training
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program is even considered. Next is the design and implementation
part that includes evaluation components. Finally there is the
validation of the training that seeks to address cost-benefit
questions.
Another common way of looking at training, especially in the
business sector, has been in terms of the delivery of employee
competencies. This approach is often referred to as competency-
based training. Although still considering training as a process, this
more linear way of defining training is much more concerned with
product than process. In an article published by the International
Personnel Management Association, Sims, Veres, and Heninger
(1989) describe the importance of job analysis in deciding behaviors
to be taught:
While identification of an effective method is an integral part
of implementing a successful training program, the method is
of little consequence unless the content of such training
appropriately corresponds to ... needs and goals. Thus,
personnelists must determine the very specific qualifications
dictated by the various positions within an organization, (p.
102 )
Defining Evaluation
As suggested above, training is generally viewed as a process
with training evaluation as part of that process. Training evaluation
can be defined very broadly as an assessment of the total value of a
training program (Stanley, 1987, p. 17) or narrowly, as simply
determining if training objectives have been met (McGhee, 1974).
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Hamblin (1974) contends that evaluation is any attempt to obtain
feedback on a training program. He strongly opposes the view that
the "total value" of any program could be assessed. Hamblin
emphasizes that evaluation must be partial and selective. Stanley
(19S7) states that despite the controversy surrounding definitions,
there appears to be three common threads in most concepts of
training evaluation. These common threads are (1) Evaluation seeks
to determine to what extent training activities have met stated
objectives of the training program, (2) Evaluation is part of a process
concerned with a total system and (3) Evaluation should influence
future training and training related actions (pp. 18, 19).
Hamblin (1974) emphasizes that validation is an exercise, such
as a test, to determine if specific behavioral objectives are being met
by the training program. These exercises are seeking to "validate"
the training program, or some part of the training program. In
contrast, evaluation is an analysis of the overall effect or cost-benefit
of a training program
.
Jack Phillips, a widely cited business management training
specialist, suggests that evaluation must be defined in terms of
purpose. In his 1983 book. Handbook of Training and Evaluation .
Phillips identifies five possible purposes:
1. To determine whether a program is accomplishing its
objectives...;
2. To determine the cost/benefit ratio...;
3. To identify strengths and weaknesses...;
4. To decide which participants benefited...;
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5. To determine if the program was appropriate. (Phillips,
1983, p. 33)
This list of purposes allows the trainer/evaluator to address in a
systematic manner many of the issues of a comprehensive training
and evaluation system.
One question that occasionally arises in defining training
evaluation is the difference between evaluation and validation.
Hamblin's view of the difference between the two, as stated above,
appears to represent most literature on the subject where
distinctions are made between the two.
In general, it appears that training evaluation literature
concerned with management and/or occupational training frequently
uses the term validation. In contrast, literature related to training
for educators or social change agents uses the term evaluation much
more broadly to include any type of exercise that gathers
information about a training program (Hamblin, 1974).
Evaluation Techniques
There appears to be no general consensus in training literature
regarding the types of methods most appropriate. If any
generalization can be made, it is that business related training
literature tends to include more objective kinds of evaluation
exercises, such as tests, that measure a specific increase in
knowledge or a behavioral change. Training evaluation literature in
education and development appears to focus on changes in attitudes
and perceptions.
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A study by Hawthorne of business related training evaluation
reports between 1966 and 1984 at least partially substantiates this
observation. In this study, Hawthorne reports that about half of the
evaluation reports focused on skills development or improvements in
knowledge. Hawthorne attributes these broad trends to "variables of
interest" (1987, pp. 23, 24). Stanley and others recognize these same
general trends in selection of evaluation methods. Stanley prefers to
describe this phenomena in terms of the "context" in which training
takes place (Stanley, 1987, p. 47).
Although no study similar to Hawthorn's for education and the
social sciences was found, the difference can be illustrated by
contrasting the views of two very well known training evaluation
specialists. Each suggests what to evaluate in a training program.
One is business oriented, the other works in cross-culture training.
From a business point of view. Jack Phillips (1983) describes
the following training evaluation framework, first published by
Donald Kirkpatrick in 1959, as still the most widely used:
1. Reaction *Were the participants pleased with the
2. Learning
3. Behavior
program?
•What did the participants learn in the
program [Concerned with measuring principles,
facts, techniques, and skills presented in a
program]?
•Did the participants change their behavior
based on what was learned [Used in reference
to job performance]?
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4. Results •Did the change in behavior positively affect
the organization? (Kirkpatrick, 1959)
From a cross-cultural trainer's view, George Renwick (1979)
emphasizes the effects upon the individual when considering what
should be measured. He states there are five categories of possible
effects upon which evaluation methods should focus:
1.
Knowledge *Does the trainee have an understanding of
X?
2. Perception »The evaluator may want to get a reading on
the learners' perceptions on a subject and
trace changes in these perceptions
3. Attitude *The effect of the program on the learners'
attitudes
4. Skills »The measurement of abilities acquired
5. Behavior Patterns ‘Location, measurement, and recording of
patterns of behavior in learners (Renwick,
1979, pp. 5-10)
One factor that affects the selection of evaluation methods
regardless of the variable of interest is whether the evaluation is
formative or summative. Formative evaluation is described as being
conducted during the development or improvement of a program
and conducted for the in-house staff. Summative evaluation of a
training program is conducted after completion of the programs and
generally for the benefit of those outside the training program.
Formative evaluation has been compared to the cook tasting the soup
while summative is when the guest tastes the soup (Scriven, 1980).
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Goldstein's (1974) writings further clarify the subject.
Formative evaluation stresses the revision of training processes. For
example, trainees may be asked their opinion of the effectiveness of
a learning activity, such as a field trip, so that adjustments can be
made in future activities. A mid-training skills test is an example of
an evaluation method that gives feedback to training staff and
learners on skill areas that may need further work. Summative
evaluation is based on outcome criteria. Evaluation methods as
simple as tabulating the number of trainees who completed a
program or obtained above a certain score on a standardized test are
included (Goldstein, 1974).
Some evaluation methods obviously are better suited for
formative evaluations while other techniques are best for summative
evaluations. However, many evaluation methods can be used in a
formative or summative evaluation setting. For example, an opinion
questionnaire is often used part-way through a program to
determine strengths and weaknesses in the trainee and the program
so that adjustments can be made. The same form could conceivably
be used again in a summative manner to help the training staff
determine if a trainee qualifies and to evaluate the overall
effectiveness of a training program. However, Goldstein cautions that
problems result when one-shot evaluation studies attempt to
combine formative and summative evaluations. A program is
appraised as if it is completed when in reality it is not (Goldstein,
1974).
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In Conclusion
Social environment assessment in the primary and secondary
classroom is providing unique information to educators and
administrators that is contributing to school improvement. The
Adult Classroom Environment Scale (Darkenwald, 1987) has recently
moved the use of social environment assessment into a new frontier
of social environment assessment in an adult educational setting
Adult training evaluation literature clearly shows that
conceptually the methodology of classroom based environment
assessment could be part of an adult training evaluation effort. If
common methods of social environment assessment, such as is
represented by Moos' Classroom Environment Scale, had adults in a
training setting as their subject, they would fit easily within Donald
Kirkpatrick's framework for selecting evaluation methods. They
would also fit easily into Renwick's training evaluation categories of
"perception" and "attitude."
Furthermore, common social environment assessment
instruments have proven to be an effective formative evaluation tool
in classroom settings. They have also proven effective as a
summative tool where relationships have been shown to exist
between learning outcome and specific aspects of the social
environments in the classroom. Definitions of formative and
summative evaluation in training suggest that application could be
made for use of social environment assessment methodology for
either purpose.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH APPROACH AND SETTING
Overview
The purposes of this study were to develop and use a social
environment assessment instrument in an adult training setting and
to demonstrate the viability of such a procedure for other similar
training programs. To fulfill these purposes, procedures in this study
centered around addressing three questions: (1) Do the methods
commonly used for assessing the social environment of classroom
settings provide a basis for creating an instrument to measure the
social environment in an adult training setting? (2) By what
procedure would such an instrument be created and what would the
resulting instrument look like? and, 3) In what ways could the
resulting instrument be used as a training and evaluation tool?
Only one approach appeared to be best in providing definitive
answers to the first two implementing questions and thus guidance
for others undertaking a similar evaluation approach in an adult
training setting. A social environment assessment instrument for
adult training programs was developed and the development process
was documented. Implementing question three was addressed by
examining some actual and possible uses of the information that was
obtained from completion of the developed instrument by Peace
Corps trainers and trainees.
This chapter gives context to an explanation of the instrument
development process by providing an overview of the research
approach taken and the organizational setting in which the
instrument development process took place, including the people
35
involved. This is followed in chapter four by the documentation of
the instrument development process.
Research Approach
The overall research approach was that of a project study.
Since the research centers around the process of developing and
using an assessment tool, a range of research methods had to be
employed.
This project began by using a participatory based research
methodology involving the solicitation of ideas on the social
environment of a training program from trainees and staff. Early
stages of this project involved working with groups and individuals
to explore and define the various social environment domains
characteristic of a Peace Corps pre-service training program and
development statements about those domains.
The project went on to involve more conventional quantitative
instrument development techniques requiring statistical analysis of
data from 158 trainees and trainers. Finally the project shifted back
to a more qualitative methodology involving interviews with
experienced trainers regarding the utility of the social environment
assessment instrument developed. Further discussions of the various
research methods employed in this study are included in discussions
of the instrument development process and uses of the instrument.
The Setting and the People Involved
This study focuses on the process of developing an instrument
for examining the social environment of an adult training program.
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not on the use of a previously developed instrument. A focus on the
process rather than a product resulted from the observation that, in
an adult training program, the perceived importance of various
aspects of the social environment to the quality of the training
programs varies radically with the type of training program. For
example, expectations of behavior among staff and trainees of an
army munitions training program would be very different than
expectations of behavior among staff and trainees in a drug abuse
counselors workshop. While there may be enough similarities in the
social environment between formal primary, secondary, or college
classrooms in western industrialized countries to justify the use of
standardized social environment assessment tools such as Fraser and
others have developed, the diversity of adult training programs is so
great that a standardized instrument for that purpose in an adult
training setting is impossible.
As noted in the Limitations sections for this study, the
practicality of developing a social environment assessment
instrument for an adult training program that occurs only once or a
few times is questionable. Any instrument development procedure
that requires significant time and input from staff, such as the
instrument development process set forth in this study, is most
useful with relatively large training events that take place on a
regular basis. With this in mind, the U.S. Peace Corps' volunteer pre-
service training program was selected as a setting for this study.
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The Peace Corps is an agency of the U.S. Department of State.
The Peace Corps was founded in 1961 as a foreign assistance and
cultural exchange program. To date, approximately 140,000 men
and women have served two year volunteer assignments as
educators, medical practitioners, technical advisors, or generalist
community developers. There are currently slightly over 6,500
volunteers serving in 94 countries. Peace Corps volunteers work on
projects developed in collaboration with host country agencies and
are expected to come to their position equipped with technical and
language competence and cross-cultural skills necessary to perform
their job. Through a relatively rigorous selection process
(approximately one in four applicants are accepted) and an intensive
pre-service training program, most volunteers obtain at least a
minimum level of competence before arriving at their job site (Peace
Corps Handbook
. 1992).
In almost all circumstances, the pre-service training of Peace
Crops volunteers is conducted in the country in which they will work.
The length of pre-service training varies somewhat, depending upon
the technical and language requirements of the positions, but is
usually between eight and twelve weeks in length. In most cases
training takes place on a primary school secondary school or college
campus, although some Peace Corps post have their own training
sites used exclusively for Peace Corps training. During the training
program the living arrangements appear to fall into three categories:
(1) The trainees reside part of the period with a host country family
living near the training site and the other part of the training
program living at the training site in cottages or dorms or; (2)
trainees reside the entire training period with a host country family
near the training site or; (3) trainees reside during the week-days at
the training site and spend weekends and holidays with host country
families.
As the Peace Corps is currently structured, everyone in a
training class enters with the understanding that they are making a
two year commitment to Peace Corps service. In most cases,
everyone in a training group is to be assigned to a similar job
position. For example, all trainees recently entering a training class in
Micronesia were to become public school teachers, they all arrived
in-country for training in mid-June and left for their respective
schools in late-August for a two year assignment as a teacher at that
school Countries may have several intakes of trainees in a year,
depending upon the number of volunteers allocated for a particular
country and the nature of their work. However, financial
considerations usually limit intakes from one to three groups per
year. Training group size is seldom more than 50 or less than 12.
Attrition during training is less than 10 % worldwide and the forced
removal of a trainee is very rare (P. Corsey, personal communication,
March, 1993)
The Trainers and Trainees
According to A Trainers Resource Guide (Peace Corps, 1987),
direct management of Peace Corps pre-service training (PST)
programs is usually the responsibility of a person contracted by
Peace Corps for that specific purpose. The training manager works
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under the authority ot the Peace Corps' training officer for the
country and supervises technical, language, and cross-cultural
training staff. The staff to trainee ratio is recommended to be 6:1 but
actually fluctuates widely depending upon the nature of the training
and logistical considerations.
There are no requirements or written guidelines regarding the
nationality of training staff. However, the standard statements of
work developed by Peace Corps headquarters for training program
positions indicate some position tasks that could obviously best be
undertaken by host country nationals and other that could be either
host country nationals or Americans. Although no data are available
on the nationality of training staff, it is apparent that an
overwhelming majority of training managers are Americans, most
are former Peace Corps Volunteers, and many technical training
staff are also Americans. Almost all local language and cross-culture
training staff are host country nationals.
Although there are no written guidelines regarding the
educational levels of Peace Corps training staff, the educational level
appears to be relatively high with most training managers and many
American technical training staff having post-bachelor level training.
By virtue of the fact that Peace Corps' pay for local training staff is
always significantly higher than host country wage levels for similar
positions, host country training staff are almost always among the
most qualified in their country and have a good command of English.
Peace Corps pre-service training (PST) groups tend to be
homogenous. Most Peace Corps volunteers are young, well
educated, white, and single. According the fall 1993 edition of Peace
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Corps Today
,
an official periodic publication of the agency, the
average volunteer age is 31 with only 8 % of volunteers over 50
years of age. Ninety-seven percent of volunteers have at least a
bachelors' degree and 16 % have an advanced degree. Of the 6, 529
volunteers serving in October 1993, 5,253 were of European decent
while only 209 were of African decent, 210 were of Asian decent,
229 were of Hispanic decent, and 21 were of Native American decent
(607 chose not to indicate their ethnicity). There were only 242
couples serving (Peace Corps, 1993).
Although the overall gender mix of Peace Corps is almost even,
53 % female and 47 % male, the mix in any given training group
appears to be strongly influenced by the particular technical area of
assignment. As would be expected, female dominated professions in
the U.S. tend to be female dominated assignment areas in the Peace
Corps. For example, a technical training program for primary school
teachers in Micronesia recently had 21 female trainees out of a total
of 35 trainees while a wildlife and forestry extension project in
Tanzania recently had 3 females out of a group of 12 trainees.
Although there is not a great amount of diversity in
background among Peace Crops volunteers, invitees come to PST with
a wide range of values, beliefs, and attitudes that influence the social
climate of the training program. Although investigation of those
factors would be a major study within itself, some understanding of
these factors is needed by readers of this study. A limited but
revealing insight into these factors can be obtained by examining
what trainees say are their hopes and dreams for their Peace Corps
service. Below are excerpts from a PST training report on a training
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session that took place early in a PST. The purpose of the session was
to assist trainees in their adjustment. In response to, "What are your
hopes and dreams for Peace Corps service.?" the trainees wrote:
•When I applied to Peace Corps, I saw it as a perfect blending of
altruistic and selfish motivations-to be able to "cut my teeth"
as a teacher, open up some career doors, and travel, while at
the same time help out people in a country that lacks the
advantages of my own.
•I hope that I'm a fairly competent instructor. I want to have
fun in school and let the kids have fun too.
•To help empower the people so they can understand how to
become more involved in making decisions.
•I came here to travel and to get out of the plastic world of the
U.S.
•I want the $5,000 and a chance to travel more and get some
teaching experience credentials.
•I hope to show an American perspective to others.
•I hope to feel at peace with myself, to learn patience and
understanding.
•I hope to leave something behind that will be used for a long
time, whether it be physical or spiritual or intellectual.
•My vision, my hopes, and dreams are so far mixed. I want to
test my first world experience.
•I want to be more interesting to myself, open doors to the
future.
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1 have been needing to get a grip on the $ situation and create
a clear road for the future.
•I hope to be able to use my skills, acquired over a life time, to
move some part ot the world to a position where those in all
parts of the world can enjoy the fruits, the rest of the world
has to offer.
•I am here for personal growth, more than anything else-better
self-knowledge, self-confidence, greater enjoyment of my own
life. After all, this life belongs to me. I do want to contribute
to my host country on a small scale.
•My vision is to contribute whatever I can toward what the
students and other people want and need, and create a little
peace through understanding of each of our cultures.
•I expect that I'll learn much more than I ever teach. I expect
that I'll learn to like the culture a great deal and find the
people charming, mysterious, wonderful, interesting, and
frustrating at times.
•It's so easy for me now to imagine success. I imagine being a
great teacher who truly impacts the lives of his students. I
hope to provide my students not just with opportunity,
because I understand there is not guarantee of that, but more
so with the idea of opportunity.
•I feel this is the best decision I could have made at this point in
my life and I am very proud of myself. I wish that I had more
time to do this.
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•I guess I also want to justify my service to myself and others, 1
am not just enjoying myself or taking a 2-year vacation from
the real world. (Peace Corps Micronesia, 1992)
Because of the narrow sample and the range of subjects addressed,
an in-depth analysis is not intended, rather, these statements paint a
picture of the trainees. Although it cannot be determined in this
study whether these statements are indicative of the norm of beliefs,
values, and attitudes for Peace Corps trainees worldwide, they are
believed by this author to be representative.
One important influencing factor that trainees bring to PST that
has not be alluded to in the statements above is a sense of
competitiveness. As noted by one host country national Peace Corps
training officer, "trainees seem much more competitive upon arrival
than they do during their Peace Corps service" (R. Jimmy, personal
communication, June 1992). This competitive attitude may come
somewhat from the trainees' recent experiences in college and the
job market. This perceived competitive attitude undoubtedly also
stems from the selective nature of the Peace Corps recruitment
program. There were 137, 000 people who contacted Peace Corps
about joining in 1993, however, after receiving information and/or
discussing requirements, 13, 628 people actually completed the
Peace Corps application process. Only 4, 209 were offered an
assignment (Peace Corps, 1993). Regardless of the origin of the
behavior or its actual influence on the training environment, its
presence is noted by many host country staff.
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The settings and participants of Peace Corps’ pre-service
training programs are unusual in some ways, especially related to
location. However, the programs are very representative in many
ways of large numbers of adult training programs. For example,
(l)the training programs occur regularly and a set calendar of
events is in place, (2)the trainees are admitted on a selective basis,
(3)the program is oriented toward preparing trainees for specific
tasks through a defined curriculum, (4)staff, in most cases, are
prepared, professional trainers (5) the program is residential, or
semi-residential, in nature, and (6)the participants are expected to
take responsibility for their own learning.
In the following chapter a procedure is identified for
developing a tool for assessing the social environment of a Peace
Corps pre-service training program. This procedure should be easily
adaptable to other adult training programs having these same basic
characteristics.
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CHAPTER 4
THE INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
As stated in the previous chapter, only one approach to
addressing the first two implementing questions could provide
definitive answers and thus guidance for others wishing to
undertake a similar assessment approach in an adult training setting.
A social environment assessment instrument for adult training
programs was developed and the development process was
documented
.
During the Peace Corps Micronesia 1991 training cycle, the
process of developing a social environment assessment instrument
for Peace Corps pre-service training (PST) programs was begun. As
noted in the literature review portion of this study, social
environment research in educational settings is dominated by
perceptual measures using questionnaires completed by participants
in the educational setting. According to Walberg (1990), four of the
perceptual measures most commonly used are the Classroom
Environment Scale (CES), developed by Moos, the Learning
Environment Inventory (LEI), My Class Inventory (MCI), and the
Individualized Classroom Environment Scale (ICES), all developed by
Fraser in cooperation with other researchers. Each of these
instruments follow a similar format. Assessment items consist of a
statement to which the person completing the instrument is asked to
give his/her opinion based upon their perception of the educational
environment being assessed. The opinion is given by circling
true/false or a response on a scale. The advantages of this type of
instrument are addressed in the literature review.
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The review of literature revealed that a general, three-step
process was employed in the development of five widely used social
environment assessment instruments developed for use in primary
or secondary school classroom settings (Fraser, 1986). Darkenwald
(1987) also used a similar three-step approach in his development of
the Adult Classroom Environment Scale. These three steps are (a)
identification of salient dimensions of the learning environment to be
examined, (b) writing items that measure these dimensions, and (c)
field testing and item analysis. Fraser states (1986, p. 22), that these
three steps, "provide simple yet widely applicable techniques for
others to use ..." This same three-step process provided the frame
for the field work of this research, the development of a social
environment assessment instrument in the adult training setting of
Peace Corps pre-service training programs.
Step One--Identification of Salient Dimensions
Scaled instruments that have been developed using a basic
three-step strategy such as Fraser describes are often referred to as
intuitive-rational scales. According to Hase and Goldberg (1967), the
term intuitive-rational is used because the decisions on initial items
to be included are based upon the intuitive understanding of the
instrument developers and consulting experts. This method is in
contrast to other scale development methods that rely on initial
identification of items based on the results of various tests of a large
number of items in the target population. Hase and Goldberg (1967,
p. 242) found that the intuitive-rational strategy of scale instrument
construction was just as reliable as those using various tests of a
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larger number of items in the target population. The first step in the
development of a social environment assessment instrument for
Peace Corps training was the identification of dimensions of the
training environment to examine.
In any educational setting the number of social dimensions is
virtually infinite. Furthermore, everyones definition of a particular
dimension is somewhat different. In selecting the dimensions for
this project, two factors were kept in mind; the dimension must be a
clearly identifiable aspect of the social environment of the training
program and the dimension must be of some potential importance in
terms of outcome. The challenge thus became one of identifying the
dimensions that are most important to the success of Peace Corps'
pre-service training programs, and by implication the Peace Corps'
development projects, and to defining the parameters of those
dimensions.
In Fraser's examination (1986, p. 23) of the approaches taken
in the initial identification of salient dimension for five frequently
used classroom based instruments, only three sources were used for
identification of salient dimensions. The Learning Environment
Inventory, My Class Inventory, Classroom Environment Scale,
Individual Classroom Environment Questionnaire, and College and
University Classroom Environment Inventory all relied only upon
reviews of literature, the opinions of the researchers, and the
opinions of other educators. Because of the significant difference in
the setting and the target group from most social environment
assessment instruments previously developed, university graduates
versus children and training setting versus classroom setting, it
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appeared that the validity of the instrument could be enhanced if the
opinion of trainees regarding salient dimensions was also included.
Therefore, four basic sources of information were tapped in the
identification of salient dimensions for the development of the
instrument in this study. These sources were: (1) literature
regarding important aspects of the social environment in an
educational setting, (2) the members of the target audience (the
trainees), (3) the researcher, and (4) other educators.
Literature
All of the literature cited in the literature review of this
research was considered. However, there were two bodies of
literature that were of particular value in identifying dimensions.
One was Peace Corps' resource materials on pre-service training and
the other was the previous studies on social environment
assessment in classroom settings.
Within these bodies of literature, of particular interest was the
extent to which questions on commonly used training evaluation
instruments appear to fit into dimensions of developed classroom
social environment instruments. These areas of overlap would
indicate general interest in these dimensions among Peace Corps staff
and thus evidence for including these dimensions in a social
environment assessment instrument for Peace Corps training.
After review of several commonly used training evaluation
instruments, one produced by Peace Corps headquarters and several
produced in Micronesia, there were two areas of inquiry that
corresponded clearly to the dimensions of Moos' Classroom
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Environment Scale (1979). These two areas were trainer/teacher
support and order and organization
. For example, a recommended
and widely used pre-service training evaluation instrument
developed by Peace Corps and found in PC Training Manual T1?
(1987) asked, "If you talked to staff about PROBLEMS with the
training program, which of the following reflects the most typical
response?" This question clearly relates to Moos' teacher support
dimension. Another question in the same instrument asked, "Were
there SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES for each of your training components?".
This question clearly relates to Classroom Environment Scale
dimension of order and organization. Examples from a Peace Corps
Micronesia produced training evaluation instrument in use since
1988 asked, " How well were the sessions organized?" This clearly
falls under Moos' Classroom Environment Scale dimension of order
and organization. Another questions on the same instrument is, "To
what extent do you feel you can go to staff with cross- cultural
issues?" (Peace Corps Micronesia, 1988). This corresponds to the CES
teacher support dimension.
Inquiry into literature led to the tentative inclusion of two
dimensions in the initial development of the social environment
assessment for training instrument. These dimensions became
Clarity/Order and Trainer Support.
Opinions of the Trainees
An effective process for soliciting the opinions of trainees
regarding the composition of the social environment of training did
not come quickly. The first attempt to solicit opinions produced poor
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results and was abandoned. In this attempt, a one-on-one discussion
was held with selected trainees to explain the project and to explain
social environment assessment. At the end of the explanation the
trainees were asked to identify what dimensions they felt should be
included. After discussions with four trainees, it became apparent
that responses were varying so greatly that the information was of
limited use. For example, one person stated that the social
environment "should center around recreational activities,
specifically volley ball. As with many of the trainees, this person
seemed unable to demonstrate an appropriate level of analysis
needed for this study. After the fourth interview it became apparent
that words were often being put into trainees' mouths by the
interviewer in an effort to obtain useful responses.
The second attempt to solicit information received more useful
responses. After a brief explanation of the project, three selected
trainees were asked individually to simply state what they felt made
up the nonphysical components of a successful training program.
Although the responses came closer to helping identify dimensions,
the responses were still difficult to interpret in terms of establishing
aspects of a social environment. For example, one trainee stated that
he felt a successful training resulted from, "the trainees being
psychologically prepared to cope with change", while another trainee
stated that a component of a successful training was "being able to
get up in the morning and face difficulties with a positive attitude."
However, some comments were helpful in defining the primary social
dimensions of the training environment. Two of the trainees stated
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that one component of a successful training was staff that trainees
can go to with problems.
Based upon the limited success of the first two attempts at
soliciting opinions of trainees, the following procedure was
employed:
All of the trainees were told at the end of a training session
that a training evaluation instrument was being developed. Those
trainees who were interested in participating in the instrument
development process, and did not have other commitments, were
asked to remain behind after the session. The trainees who had
already assisted were not disqualified. Approximately 14 trainees
stayed behind.
Assistance from the trainees consisted of each person writing
10 action statements that described an aspect of what they consider
an ideal training environment. They were asked not to include any
physical aspect of the environment such as the accommodations or
food. The following example was given. "Staff are friendly to
trainees." After each trainee wrote their 10 statements (a few
trainees wrote more than ten), they left the room without further
discussion.
When all the trainees had finished, the statements were
reviewed for understanding. Approximately 30 of the 150+
statements were rejected because of unclear meaning. The result
was a pool of action statements having to do with a wide range of
topics related to the nonphysical environment of training.
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Opinions of the Researcher
The primary role of the researcher in identifying dimensions
was in collecting and filtering information given to the trainees and
trainers assisting with the project, and facilitating trainee and trainer
(educators) input. As in all research, the nature of the question
shapes the response. In this project the experience of the researcher
in training Peace Corps Volunteers combined with an in-depth
understanding of social environment research provided a strong
position from which to intuitively identify social dimensions that
influence the Peace Corps pre-service training program. From this
position, the researcher's opinions were freely given, especially in
meetings with fellow educationalists.
Opinions of Other Educators
The senior training staff of the pre-service training program
for Micronesia were all asked to assist in this project. The director of
training for Peace Corps Micronesia, the English as a second language
(ESL) technical training coordinator for the training, two training
managers, and one local language and culture training coordinator
agreed to assist. Of the five trainers assisting, four were Americans
and one was a Micronesian.
Each assisting staff was given a short written summary of the
concept of social environment assessment (see Appendix B). Over
the next several days an explanation was also given of the project in
one-on-one meetings and questions were answered. When it was
apparent that the assisting staff were reasonably familiar with the
general concepts of social environment assessment and the project, a
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meeting was held for the purpose of identifying dimensions and
instrument items to measure those dimensions.
At the beginning of the meeting, two goals were set. The first
was to identity dimensions that make up the social environment of a
Peace Corps pre-service training program and the second was to
develop draft instrument items for assessing those dimensions. The
process of identifying dimensions began with the group
brainstorming what they considered clearly identifiable aspects of
the social environment of a training. There was some discussion
about how general or specific a dimension should be. It was agreed
upon by the groups that for the purpose of this project a social
dimension would be something that directly affected everyone’s
behavior (other than the physical features of the training). For
example, male-female romantic relationships was given as an
example by one trainer of an area that would be too narrow, not
affecting everyone, whereas relationships trainees have with each
other in general would be considered broad enough to be a
dimension. The following were identified:
The relationships trainees have with each other.
The informal relationships trainees have with staff.
The formal relationships trainees have with staff.
How clear staff are about "things."
The motivation or drive trainees have for being here.
The feeling trainees have of being needed in Micronesia.
It became apparent in the discussion that the trainers were
cognizant of the dimensions presented in the written explanation
and examples of social environment assessment given them as
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preparatory reading for the meeting. Their statements appeared to
parallel many of the dimensions suggested by Moos. The actual bias
caused by introducing written examples of other instruments in the
development of dimensions for this training was difficult to
determine.
After the brainstorming of possible dimensions, the statements
made by the trainees were reviewed to determine what dimension
they fell into and if additional dimensions should be added, and if
dimensions should be combined or modified. To accomplish this task,
each of the trainer identified dimensions were put on a piece of flip-
chart paper. The trainee statements were then read and written
under the dimension where they most nearly fit. In cases where the
statements appeared to cover more than one dimension, the
statement would either be written in each dimension or edited so
that parts of the statement would be written under each relevant
dimension. Statements that did not obviously fall under an
identified dimension were written on a separate sheet of paper.
Many statements were repeated. A tick mark was placed by a
statement to indicate that the same or similar statement had
previously been made.
In the process of reading the statements and discussing the
dimensions the statements should fall under, the dimensions
themselves became more clearly defined. For example, two
dimensions stated by the trainers were "The informal relationship
trainees have with staff" and "The formal relationships trainees have
with staff." After some discussion, and examination of trainee
statements, the trainers chose to combine those into a category called
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Trainer Support. The rationale was that some support was formal
and some was informal and some was both. The statements by the
trainees helped guide this clarification through such statements as
trainee can go to staff for help.” The emphasis was on the fact that
there was a supportive social environment, not on the nature of the
assistance (formal or informal).
A lengthy discussion developed around the list of trainee
statements that did not clearly fall under the dimensions previously
identified by the trainers. At this point in the discussion, several of
the trainers began to review the information previously given on
social environment assessment to assist in determining other
dimensions that may be applicable to this training and how those
dimensions were worded. Of particular interest to the trainers was
the Adult Classroom Environment Scale by Darkenwald and
Valentine (1986). Through the process of reviewing the sample
social environment assessment instruments, discussing some existing
Peace Corps training evaluation instruments, and reviewing the
statements made by the trainees, the following list of dimensions
was agreed upon by all members of the group.
Clarity/Order
Personal Goal Attainment
Control
Task Orientation
Participation
Trainer Support
Affiliation
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As can be seen by comparing the above dimension to those
found in Darkenwald and Valentine's Adult Classroom Environment
Scale found in Appendix A, a number of similarities exist. Moreover,
a review by Fraser (1986, p. 18) of five classroom social
environment scales shows that many of the same dimensions, stated
very similarly, also appear in the instruments he reviewed (the
Adult Classroom Environment Scale was not one of those reviewed).
Upon development of the dimensions, the trainers were ready
to move into item writing and development of a list of items for the
assessment instrument.
Step Two--Writing of Assessment Instrument Items
The second step in developing an instrument to assess the
social environment in a Peace Corps pre-service training program
was to write the instrument items. As stated above, the most
common format used in social environment assessment instruments
consists of a list of statements to which the person completing the
instrument is asked to give their opinions based upon their
perception of the educational environment being assessed. The
opinion is given by circling a response on a scale or indicating
true/false. An item is considered to be the statement followed by
the scale (or the T/F) response. After the dimensions to be examined
were tentatively decided upon, four basic steps were taken in
developing the instrument items for this project.
1. A large pool of items was developed for each dimension. [Items
from other social environment assessment instruments examining
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similar dimensions often provided a basis for items in the instrument
being developed.]
2. Trainers, trainees, and other experts provided their feedback on
items developed.
3. A preliminary version of the instrument was used on selected
trainers and trainees.
4. Feedback and responses on the assessment instrument were
considered before a version was finalized for field testing and item
analysis.
Developing a Large Pool of Items
This part of the instrument development process was a
continuation of the meeting with participating trainers who assisted
with the development of dimensions
. After consensus was reached
in the group as to the dimension to be examined, the trainers'
attention was turned to developing the items. It was made clear to
the trainers that each item should measure only one dimension and
that each item should assess only one aspect of a dimension. To
enhance their understanding of the concept of two statements
examining the same concept in a dimension, the following two
statements were given as examples of two statements that are
essentially the same:
1) Trainers frequently talk to some trainees more than others.
2) Trainers favor some trainees over others.
By design, the method used for identifying dimensions to be
examined produced a large number of statements for possible use in
developing items. With these statements as a resource and through
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reference to other instruments, the trainers rather quickly moved
through the task ot proposing items. The following scenario evolved
in accomplishing the task:
The researcher asked the group how they would like to go
about developing statements. A suggestion was made by a member
ot the group that each group member take a dimension and facilitate
statement (item) construction/revision for that dimension, since each
piece of flip chart paper already contained a large number of
statements as a result of the previous exercise of identifying
dimensions. The researcher chose not to be a facilitator. Since there
were five trainer participants and seven identified dimensions, two
of the trainers agreed to facilitate twice. The researcher supported
this plan and suggested that there not be a limit on the number of
items for each dimension at this point.
The process moved forward rather quickly. Each
trainer/facilitator simply started at the top of the list and asked the
group if they thought the statement was suitable to be an item.
There were frequent suggestions and changes of statements. New
pieces of paper were used as items were reworded and consolidated.
The role of the researcher in this process was minimal. Within
approximately 90 minutes the process was completed and a large
pool of items was available for each dimension (see Appendix C for
the full pool of items identified by the trainer group).
One very interesting aspect of this exercise was the speed at
which consensus on statements to be included was reached. It was
clear that the trainers had many of the same feelings regarding
aspects of the social environment they considered to be important to
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training. Another surprise was the agreement over what was a
positive or negative (desirable or undesirable) aspect of the training
environment. The researcher assumed that some statements such as
"In reality, the trainers determine all activities" may be interpreted
by some of the trainers as a desirable aspect of training; i.e., trainers
should determine all activities, while other trainers would feel this is
a negative aspect of training. While determining whether a
statement was a desirable aspect of the social environment of
training was not part of the task, discussions around statements
frequently brought up this issue. The clear agreement on this issue
by the trainers helped greatly in decisions on later versions of the
instrument and on values placed on questionnaire results.
Trainers, Trainees, and Other Experts Provide Feedback
In the five week period following the dimension and item
development meeting with the trainers, feedback on items was
obtained from nine Peace Corps Volunteers who had participated in
pre-service training programs (PST) in Micronesia one or two years
before and three experienced Micronesian Peace Corps language and
cross culture trainers. The selection of people to review the
dimensions and corresponding items was based primarily upon
accessibility. All participants were asked to consider readability,
whether the proposed items in a dimension adequately addressed
the dimension, and whether items measure only the dimension
desired.
Since the purpose of obtaining feedback was the development
of a draft instrument, the process of soliciting feedback varied
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somewhat from participant to participant as the list of dimensions
and corresponding pool of items evolved towards a draft instrument.
The first three participants from which feedback was obtained were
Volunteers. Working with each person individually, the project was
explained and they were given the dimensions and pool of
corresponding items. The three Volunteers were strongly
encouraged to make changes in wording and written comments on
whether items adequately addressed a dimension and only that
dimension. A few days later recommended changes and comments
were obtained. Elaboration on written comments and changes were
made by the Volunteers in discussions with the researcher.
Following the meetings with the three Volunteers, revisions
were made to the item pool based upon their feedback. Revisions
primarily had to do with changes in wording to clarify meaning.
There was also concern expressed by all three about the items that
dealt with issues of race and gender. After consideration of all
comments and changes and another review by the researcher, a
revised pool of items was developed and presented to the four
remaining Volunteers. Feedback was obtained in much the same
fashion as it was obtained from the first three Volunteers. Again,
readability was the main issue. There were no comments regarding
items fitting into a particular dimension. However, there was
concern expressed over negative statements. Two of the three
reviewers expressed some concern over the use of don't or do not.
They felt that negative statements were sometime more difficult to
interpret, especially if the reader is supposed to agree or disagree
with the statement, and that the use of do not in a negative
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statement only serves to make the statement more confusing.
Following feedback from these four Volunteers, a third version of the
pool of items was presented to the three local trainers who agreed to
assist.
English was a second language for the local trainers who agreed
to assist. As English is a second language for most Peace Corps
trainers, the review by the local trainers was an important test of
readability
. Feedback was obtained in much the same fashion as it
was obtained from the Volunteers. However, there was a more
intense discussion with each of the local trainers regarding their
comments and suggestions. The result was several changes in
wording, mainly in the use of terms. For example, the original pool of
items contained the statement "Trainers do not take into
consideration individual learning styles in sessions." When the
Volunteers reviewed this statement they found no problem.
However, all three local trainers questioned what was meant by the
term "learning styles." This statement was dropped from the
assessment form because of difficulty in relating the concept of a
learning style.
Preliminary Version of the Instrument is Used
After obtaining feedback from the seven Volunteers and
trainers, the first version of the instrument was developed. The
development of the instrument at this point was relatively simple.
Directions for completing the instrument were written, the layout of
the instrument was determined, and desired trainee background
information useful for data analysis purposes was decided upon. The
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only substantive task was deciding which pool items to include in the
assessment. For ease in the tabulation of data and interpretation of
results in the field, it was decided that the same number of items
should be included for each dimension.
Interestingly, no dimension had less than 10 items identified in
the pool and no dimension had more than 13. Based upon this fact,
final item selection was done intuitively. Ten items were selected for
each that appeared most likely to impact the social environment in a
training. Selection was influenced by feedback from the trainers,
trainees, and Volunteers and the experience of the researcher. As can
be seen in comparing the pool of items (Appendix C) to the first
version (Appendix D), not only are some statements omitted,
statements are generally shorter, and complex terms are dropped.
Assistance in proof-reading the draft was obtained from two of the
Volunteers who had earlier assisted in reviewing items.
During the fourth week of pre-service training, the Associate
Peace Corps Director for Training administered the assessment
instrument to 35 trainees and 8 trainers during the fourth week of
pre-service training. The assessment instrument was the first item
on the day's agenda. They were told that completing the assessment
was voluntary and that the instrument was in the developmental
stage. They were also told that the information may be used in the
doctorate research of one of the training managers.
Version One After Considering Feedback and Responses
A review of the responses was encouraging. The trainees and
trainers followed instructions successfully and few items were
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skipped. A discussion with the Associate Director who administered
the assessment indicated that few questions were asked. However,
she also indicated that some trainees took much longer than the 20
minutes allotted to complete the instrument and that several
trainees made remarks later about how difficult it was to really
think about every statement because there were so many. The
Associate Director was of the opinion that the instrument was too
long. She indicated that the depth of the statements, and thus the
level of thinking required to complete the instrument, required
more time and energy than most people are willing to give (R. Casey,
personal communication, August 1991). A closer look at the
responses appeared to support the Associate Director's concerns.
Fourteen of the 35 trainees who completed the instrument
either tended to cluster their responses near the middle ( 3's and
4's), have long strings of identical responses, or skip numerous items.
The further these respondents progressed through the instrument
the more frequently these problems appeared. All of these
symptoms indicated that trainees were tiring as they completed the
instrument. Considering the fact that the instrument was
administered in the morning when the trainees should have been the
freshest, the culprit appeared to be the length of the instrument.
One very positive result of the testing of the first version was
the responses of trainers who spoke English as a second language.
Even though six of the eight trainers who completed the instrument
were not native speakers of English, no mistakes were apparent in
their interpretation of the instructions or the items. Responses to
individual items were consistent among the trainers regardless of
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their English background. This result was a strong indication that
item wording was sound. Even with the above apparent problem of
length, a review of average responses and item variance did not
produce any surprises (see Appendix E for mean results by item) and
corresponded to what trainees and trainers later revealed about
their perception of the social environment of the training
Beginning approximately three weeks after the instrument was
administered, the researcher began meeting with five groups of
three to four trainees who had completed the assessment form. The
purpose of each of the five meetings was to discuss their reaction to
the instrument and gain some insight into the face validity of the
assessment. The discussions were always introduced by stating that
the researcher was working on his research and would like some
help regarding the development of the instrument administered to
them. Copies of the instrument were not made available unless
specifically asked for by a trainee. The rational for not providing a
copy of the instrument was a desire for a more general discussion
rather than a review of the wording of specific items.
Trainees consistently stated in these discussions that they felt
the instrument was well constructed and addressed many topics they
felt were important. However, all groups agreed that the length
should be reduced. The instrument was considered too long for the
complexity of the statements. The consensus in every group was that
because of the length, many trainees probably just circled a response
when they did not understand a statement on the first reading or
became tired as they progressed through the instrument.
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In an attempt to determine face validity of the responses
given, trainees were asked how they felt about the social
environment in each of the seven dimensions. As stated above, there
was consistency between the perceptions expressed as a mean of the
responses and what the trainees stated. An example of this
consistency was with the item "Trainees participate with staff in
making important decisions." It was the researcher's assumption
when first reviewing the results that there may have been some
type of flaw in the statement, possibly the word "important." The
average score of responses was 2.79 for all trainees (see Appendix E).
This appeared lower than the researcher's instinct about what the
average should be. After all. Peace Corps Micronesia has the image of
constantly seeking input from trainees and staff.
However, the trainees stated in all discussions that they felt
this figure was accurate. They perceived little inclination among
trainers to let trainees have a voice in any matter of significance.
The reasoning behind this phenomena appeared to be that some
trainers appeared to be somewhat overwhelmed by their positions
and although they said they wanted input, in reality they would not
entertain any major shifts in design or procedures. As one Volunteer
stated, " Every time I came up with an idea there seemed to always
be a reason it couldn't be done, so I quit saying anything" (C, Hodges,
personal communication, July, 1993)."
Meetings were held with only three of the trainers; all three
were local trainers who spoke English as a second language. The
meetings confirmed the earlier assumption, based strictly upon the
results, that the trainers did understand the instrument items and
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were able to complete it without great difficulty. However, in the
culture ot the local trainers direct feedback is generally not given.
Therefore, little information was obtained regarding particulars of
the instrument, such as items that may have caused difficulty or
problems they may have had with the instructions. However, all
three readily agreed with the opinion of the trainees that the length
should be reduced.
Efforts to cross-check the trainers' perceptions about the social
environment with their responses was only somewhat successful.
Each dimension was discussed to some extent with each trainer.
However, cultural constraints again led to the trainers not being
forthcoming in their opinions and at no time did they make a
statement that was critical of the training or the instrument.
Draftine the Second Version
After taking into consideration the comments of the trainers
and trainees with whom discussions were held and the opinion of the
Associate Director for Training, a decision was made to reduce the
number of items on the instrument. The challenge became deciding
how many and which items to omit. Initially only two factors were
considered in making these choices (1) how soundly was the item
constructed, and (2) how important is the item to the training milieu.
One indication of the soundness of an item is the variation in
responses. Although some variation is expected because of the
differences in perception of any given situation, substantial variation
could indicate a confusion over the meaning. This appeared to be a
particularly appropriate and reliable indicator considering that
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discussions with the trainees did not reveal any substantial
differences in perceptions. With this in mind, the average deviation
was calculated for responses to each item for trainees. As can be
seen in Table 2, in no item is there an average deviation from the
mean of greater than one. However, there were 19 items where the
average deviation was .75 or greater. These items were given special
attention in an examination for ambiguous wording. As can be seen
by comparing the first versions of the instrument (Appendix D) with
the second version (Appendix F), 13 out of the 19 items with a
variation in score of greater than .75 were either eliminated or
significantly altered in the second draft.
The elimination of items because of their relatively less
importance to the overall training atmosphere was a difficult task. It
was clear from discussions with trainers and trainees in the
development of the items that opinions regarding the importance of
any given item varied. Logistical considerations, primarily isolation,
and the need for a revised instrument for an upcoming training
program, prevented obtaining additional formal input from trainers
into this issue. An intuitive instrument construction approach, based
on extensive informal input, was used to determine items to include.
In the consideration of items to be included, the statements
around diversity issues had been a continual point of concern. Many
trainers and trainees considered the behavior of trainers and
trainees toward minority and older trainees to at least somewhat
impact the atmosphere of training. Items around gender were also
considered to be important by some. However, use of items
concerning diversity issues presented a special problem. As
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Table 2
Twenty Items ot SEAT in Rank Order by Greatest Deviation in Scores
Average Item Item
Deviation Number Statement
0.960 18
0.949 48
0.945 29
0.901 41
0.875 30
0.868 43
0.865 51
0.857 26
0.855 5
0.848 4
0.827 44
0.810 27
0.800 3
0.790 58
0.780 68
0.777 1
0.775 28
0.756 17
0.751 40
0.751 2
0.746 25
Trainers discuss some trainees with other trainees
Trainees are manipulated in training
Male & female trainees don't talk with one another about
real issues
Trainees participate with staff in making important
decisions
Age differences among trainees hinder friendships
The training atmosphere encourages responsibility for
own actions
Trainers consider personal goals of trainees when
planning activities
Many trainees don’t respect one another
Trainees are comfortable sharing their views with one
another
Older trainees have equal access to participation
Training policies are for the benefit of trainers and
trainees
Ethnic differences among trainees hinder friendships
Ethnic minority trainees have equal access to
participation
Training does not help trainees clarify their reasons ’ for
joining P.C.
Trainees don't understand the goals of many sessions
Everyone pays attention in training activities
Trainees seldom help one another with problems
The trainers are generally more supportive of the women
than the men
Trainees are often confused about logistical
arrangements
Everyone's comments are welcomed in training sessions
Support systems have been formed among trainees
previously noted, 5,253 out of 6,529 Peace Corps volunteers (80 %)
serving in 1993 were of European decent and approximately 8 %
were over the age of 50 (Peace Corps, 1993). Many, if not most,
Peace Corps pre-service training programs do not have minority
trainees. Fewer have trainees over 50 years of age. Items making
reference to minority or older trainees would be irrelevant for these
69
programs. The inclusion of these items would be cumbersome for
trainers and training managers analyzing results and could easily
skew results for a dimension.
However, ethnic background, such as being a host country
national completing the instrument, or a U.S. minority trainee could
conceivably affect perception. The effect of ethnic background upon
perceptions may best be investigated at the data analysis stage. This
can be accomplished if background information is required of the
person completing the instrument and correlational studies are
conducted between subgroups.
The clear distinction between concepts in a dimension,
discriminate validity, was also an area of concern. There frequently
appeared to be as many opinions regarding the similarity or
difference between two statements as there were individuals with
whom to consult about the matter. An example is statement 25 in
the first version (Appendix D), "Support systems have been formed
among trainees", and statement 28, "Trainees seldom help one
another with problems." From one perspective, the two statements
are addressing two very different concepts; number 28 is addressing
the concepts of an organized or semi-organized group that helps its
members whereas number 25 is addressing the concept of a helping
environment among trainees. Another perspective is that they both
focus on the concept of a helping environment among trainees. For
the purpose of this instrument development procedure, number 25
was eliminated in favor of the second perspective and because of
some concern that the definition of "support system in number 25
may not be clear among some trainees. Discriminate validity is
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further addressed in step three of the instrument development
process. Field Testing and Item Analysis.
Version two of the Social Environment Assessment of Training
(SEAT) instrument contained 42 items, six items for each of the
seven dimensions rather than the original 10 items per dimension.
As with the first draft, equal numbers of negative and positive
statements were used to help control for acquiescence response set.
As can be seen by comparing the first SEAT version (Appendix D) to
the second draft (Appendix F), several statements were reworded for
clarity, several were combined with other statements and references
to diversity issues were eliminated.
Step Three--Field Testing and Item Analysis
For any assessment instrument to be of value it must be
determined whether the instrument is reliable and valid; will it
measure the same concepts in the same manner each time it is
administered and does it measure what it purports to measure? As
with all social classroom environment assessment instrument
procedures reviewed, this phase of the instrument development
process involved administering a draft instrument to a large number
of people in the target population and then conducting statistical
item analysis procedures.
In the earlier development stages of this instrument, face
validity has been examined extensively and in the course of this
examination numerous items were eliminated or re-written. After
the development of what appeared to be a valid instrument, the
issue of reliability and statistical validity of the instrument was
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addressed. According to Fraser, the two most important tests for a
scales reliability and validity are internal consistency and
discriminant validity (Fraser, 1986, p. 24). In fact, all social
environment assessment scales found in which an explanation was
given of analysis procedures have employed internal consistency and
discriminant validity procedures.
In looking at the issues of internal consistency and
discriminant validity of the instrument developed in this study, one
vital aspect of this project must be kept in mind, subsequent field
applicability. The purpose of this study was to develop and use a
social environment assessment instrument in an adult training
setting in order to demonstrate the viability of such a procedure for
other similar training programs. Specifically, the instrument
development process described in this research is intended to be
useful as a guide to others seeking to develop a social environment
assessment instrument in other adult training settings.
Tests for reliability and validity were undertaken that could be
relatively easy to use as an example for others in development of a
SEAT-type instrument for their particular adult training setting. In
order for this to be accomplished, the analysis procedure must be at
once sophisticated enough to provide sound guidance in instrument
construction yet straightforward enough to be useful for individuals
typically involved in administering adult training programs. Before
presenting an in-depth explanation of reliability and validity
analysis procedures used and the results of these procedures, an
explanation of how data were collected is in order.
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Logistics ot the Field Testing
Version two of the SEAT (see Appendix F) was administered to
158 trainees and trainers of Peace Corps PST programs in five
countries—Tonga, Thailand, Mongolia, Papua New Guinea and
Micronesia. All assessments were conducted between July and
December 1992. In all cases, the assessment was administered by
the respective PST manager. In all countries except Micronesia, the
Training Manager had received the assessment instrument and any
explanation on administering the instrument from the Peace Corps
post's staff person responsible for training. In Micronesia the author
of this study administered the test.
The staff responsible for training in Tonga, Papua New Guinea,
Thailand, and Mongolia had received copies of the instrument and
instructions on administering the instrument after expressing an
interest in testing while attending a Peace Corps Regional Staff
Conference. Instructions for administering the test were given as
follows:
1. The instrument be administered after 3-4 weeks of training.
2. The instrument be administered in a comfortable setting,
such as a classroom, to all of the participants of the training
at one time.
3. The instrument be administered as one of the first items on
the day's agenda.
4. The completed instruments be collected and mailed to the
researcher.
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Follow-up inquiries indicated that all assessments were conducted as
requested. The following numbers of instruments were received:
Tonga 1 8
New Guinea 1 7
Thailand 59
Mongolia 33
Micronesia 34
Total 1 6 1
Of this number, three instruments were received that could not be
used. In all three, the problem lay in instruments only being
completed on one side of the paper.
Examining Reliability
The reliability of the SEAT, or a SEAT-type instrument, may in
fact not be as critical as in some types of assessment instruments,
such as achievement tests. However, the results of social
environment assessment tools have been used as input into
important decisions regarding education programs in classroom
education situations and this type of assessment will hopefully be as
useful in adult training settings. It is therefore desirable to achieve
as high a level of reliability as is practical, given the difficulties of
reliability with attitudinal assessment type instruments (Fitz-Gibbon
and Morris, 1987, p. 1 15). By their very nature, attitudes are more
difficult to reliably measure than cognitive outcomes. In cognitive
measurement, correct is correct, but in attitudinal measurement,
there is no "correct" response. One cannot even be certain that
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individuals in a group will respond the same way if asked the same
questions again under the same circumstances.
There are a number ot ways to assess reliability. One very
common and straightforward approach, especially for a lay
statistician, is to administer the same instrument at two different
points in time. If the instrument is reliable and the people
completing the instrument have not changed, there should be a high
correlation between the scores ot the first and second time the
instrument is administered.
Unfortunately, this procedure is not advisable with an
instrument such as the SEAT. The responses are based upon the
perceptions of the trainees. The fact that the trainee would have
already seen statements and possibly mulled over a concept after
initially completing the instrument could possible alter his or her
perception if given the same instrument again. For this reason, a
somewhat more complicated test of reliability, such as a split-half
reliability procedure and/or a test of internal consistency, must be
used.
Fitz-Gibbon and Morris (1987, p. 107) contend that scale scores,
such as are obtained with SEAT, are interpretable only if each item in
the subscale measures the same construct as the other items in that
subscale. If all items in a sub scale do measure the same construct,
the subscale is considered to have a high level of internal
consistency. According to Fraser (1986, p 24), analysis procedures
used in developing most learning environment instruments involve
eliminating or rewriting items in each scale or subscale that do not
correlate with the mean score for the scale or subscale Thus, the
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overall purpose of this procedure was to assist in identifying faulty
items whose elimination or alteration may enhance the overall
effectiveness of the instrument.
Analysis Procedures
Using all 158 acceptably completed instruments, simple
correlation was determined between the mean of scores for the
dimension subscale and each item in the dimension subscale. The
procedure evolved by first determining the mean of all responses for
each respondent in a particular dimension. Next, each item response
in that dimension subscale was noted. Finally, the correlation
between the mean responses for that dimension and the item
responses for each item in that dimension subscale were calculated.
The same process was repeated for each of the dimension subscales
resulting in a correlation coefficient for each item as can be seen in
Table 3 below.
Discussion of Results
Table 3 shows that the index of correlation to determine
internal consistency ranged from .39 to .73. Three of the 42 items
showed weak internal consistency as indicated by low correlation
levels; item five is .39, item 29 is .43, and item 40 is .41. The origin
of the low level of correlation of these three items is not obvious.
However, it is interesting to note that all three of these less
correlated items are negatively stated items. As was noted in the
discussion of item development in chapter four, some reviewers of
drafts of statements expressed the opinion that negative statements
were more difficult to interpret in terms of disagreement or
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Table 3
Internal Consistency; Correlation Between Responses for Items in each
Subscale and the Mean for that Subscale for a Social Environment Assessment
Instrument
Dimension Correlation n = 158 Statement
Participation 0.62 1 . Everyone pays attention in training activities
0.71 2. Everyone has equal access to participation
0.66 3. Everyone feels comfortable sharing their views with
others
0.69 4. Staff always seem to call on the same trainees
0.39 5. The general atmosphere of the training discourages
discussion
0.69 6. Some trainees frequently dominate discussions
T rainer 0.69 7. Trainees can always go to trainers for help
Support 0.65 8. Staff care how the trainees feel
0.66 9. Staff encourage trainees to do their best
0.70 10. Staff are generally more supportive of some trainees
than others
0.60 11 . Trainers lower trainee's self-esteem
0.67 12. A feeling of trust exists between staff and trainees
Affiliation 0.63 13. No trainee is ever intentionally left out of a
conversation
0.72 14. The trainees work well together
0.69 15. The trainees openly share their feelings and
thoughts with one another
0.71 16. Trainees respect each others feelings
0.62 17. Trainees seldom help one another with problems
0.65 18. Trainees frequently get on each other's nerves
Clarity/ 0.54 19. Trainees' and staffs expectations of training are
order
0.73 20.
similar
Activities follow a logical sequence
0.65 21. Training materials are well understood
0.63 22. Staff generally don't seem to know what is going on
0.66 23. Trainees are often confused about logistical
arrangements
0.59 24. Staff communicate poorly with one another
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(Table 3 continued)
Control 0.59 25.
0.65 26,
0.68 27.
0.69 28.
0.43 29.
0.66 30.
Pe rsonal 0.59 31.
Goals
0.64 32.
0.63 33.
0.62 34.
0.52 35.
0.56 36.
System 0.69 '37.
Maintenance 0.54 38.
0.53 39.
0.41 40.
0.65 41.
0.69 42.
S tat t frequently seek input from trainees
The training atmosphere encourages responsibility
tor own actions
Training rules are for the benefit of all
Many trainees feel manipulated
Training has created dependency on P.C. for
guidance in behavior
Stall only pay lip-service to trainee input
The training is flexible enough to meet the needs of
individual trainees
Various learning styles are considered in training
Training helps trainees identify/clarify personal
goals for being in P.C.
Trainees feel training is irrelevant to what they
really need to know
Trainees feel held back from learning by other
trai nees
Personal goals are often overlooked in activities
Session time is used efficiently
Trainees complete assigned tasks
The learning atmosphere encourages conscientious
behavior
Break times tend to be longer than needed
Trainees frequently daydream in sessions
The objectives of many tasks are unclear
agreement with the statement. Confusion over meaning could have
caused some inconsistencies in responses, thus influencing internal
consistency/reliability of the scale.
As suggested by Fraser (1986, p. 24), rewriting of these items
would be in order before a finalized version of the instrument is
used. The most straightforward approach to rewriting these
statements would be to change them into positive statements.
Although negative and positive statements are used in similar
numbers in the instrument to help control for acquiescence response
set, the reversal of these three statements would still leave 17 of the
42 statements (40 %) as negatively phrased. Below is an example of
how each of these three statements could be rewritten.
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Old (Negatively Stated)
5. The general atmosphere of
the training discourages
discussion
New (Positively Stated)
The general atmosphere of the
training encourages discussion
29. Training has created PC encourages self reliance
dependency on P.C. for during training
guidance in behavior
40. Break times tend to be longer The length of breaks is suitable
than needed
A final version of SEAT that has incorporate these changes to
enhance internal consistency should be tested to determine if the
changes in wording as suggested above does increase the level of
correlation between each of these items and the mean of other items
in their subscale.
Examining Discriminant Validity
The second part of the analysis for this study sought to
determine if the instrument measured what it sought to measure. To
some extent, the entire development process for the SEAT
instrument has revolved around the issue of the instrument
measuring what it purports to measure. Statements were
constructed by trainees and trainers. These statements were then
reviewed on numerous occasions by both trainees and trainers to
check for clarity and understanding.
Although it has been generally established that each of the
statements measure what they purport to measure, one question on
validity still remains; are the subscales measuring different
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constructs? To answer this question, discriminate validity was
examined.
An instrument would be confusing to those seeking to interpret
results if subscales were measuring essentially the same traits;
furthermore, the instrument would be uneconomical. Thus, one
method of improving validity is to eliminate or rewrite items in each
scale that are above a mean correlation level of 0.5 with the other
subscales. As in examining internal consistency, the overall purpose
of this procedure was to assist in identifying faulty items whose
elimination or alteration may enhance the overall effectiveness of
the instrument.
Analysis Procedure
The analysis procedure to examine discriminant validity
involved a three-step process. The steps were as follows:
1. Utilizing all 158 valid responses, the mean of responses in each
dimension subscale was calculated for each person and noted.
2. The correlation between each of the dimension subscale means
obtained in step one and the responses for each item not in that
dimension subscale were calculated. This step produced a large
matrix showing each item’s correlation with each of the six
dimension subscale means not in its own dimension subscale.
3. Using the matrix of correlation between item responses and
subscale means calculated in step two, the means of the correlation
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for the six relevant dimension subscales for each item were
calculated.
For example, with item one, the correlation between the item
responses for this item and the mean of responses for the dimension
subscale of trainer support was calculated. The same procedure was
then undertaken for Affiliation, Clarity/Order, etc. The six
correlations were then added together and the mean was found as
shown in Table 4.
Discussion of Results
As can be seen in Table 4, of the 42 items there is only one
item where a correlation above the 0.5 level exists between the item
and the mean of correlations for the dimension subsets outside the
dimension subset of the item. This item, number two, has a mean
correlation level of 0.54.
An examination of item number two does not reveal any
obvious reasons why this item may have a somewhat higher level of
correlation with items outside its own dimension subset than other
items have with items outside their dimension subset. A close
examination of how item number two correlated with the mean
responses for each dimension, other than the participation dimension
of which it is a part, indicated that correlation was consistently
relatively higher and that every correlation level was above 0.5 (see
Table 5 ). As can be seen in Table 5, correlation between item two
and the mean of responses for the Trainer Support dimension subset
was highest among the six, at a level of 0.6, and that correlation with
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the Affiliation dimension subset was also relatively higher at 0.58.
However, correlations with the other four dimension subsets were all
nearer the .50 level.
Table 4
Discriminant Validity; Correlation Between the Mean for Each Subscale and
Item Responses not in that Subscale for a Social Environment Assessment
Instrument
Dimension Correlation n = 158 Statement
Participation 0.35
0.54
0.47
0.33
0.42
0.30
Trainer 0.37
Support 0.37
0.37
0.41
0.26
0.35
Affiliation 0.33
0.36
0.32
0.39
0.26
0.37
Clarity/ 0.34
order
0.44
0.45
0.39
0.33
0.35
1. Everyone pays attention in training activities
2. Everyone has equal access to participation
3. Everyone feels comfortable sharing their views with
others
4. Staff always seem to call on the same trainees
5. The general atmosphere of the training discourages
discussion
6. Some trainees frequently dominate discussions
7. Trainees can always go to trainers for help
8. Staff care how the trainees feel
9. Staff encourage trainees to do their best
10.
Staff are generally more supportive of some trainees
than others
12.
Trainers lower trainees self-esteem
12. A feeling of trust exist between staff and trainees
13. No trainee is ever intentionally left out of a
conversation
14. The trainees work well together
15. The trainees openly share their feelings and
thoughts with one another
16. Trainees respect each others feelings
17. Trainees seldom help one another with problems
18. Trainees frequently get on each other’s nerves
19. Trainees' and staffs expectations of training are
similar
20. Activities follow a logical sequence
21. Training materials are well understood
22. Staff generally don't seem to know what is going on
23. Trainees are often confused about logistical
arrangements
24 Staff communicate poorly with one another
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(Table 4 continued)
Control 0.23
0.48
0.42
0.43
0.20
0.39
Personal Goal 0.41
0.34
0.25
0.39
0.37
0.32
System 0.36
Maintenance 0.42
0.47
0.17
0.28
0.48
25. Staff frequently seek input from trainees
26. The training atmosphere encourages responsibility
for own actions
27. Training rules are for the benefit of all
28. Many trainees feel manipulated
29. Training has created dependency on P.C. for
guidance in behavior
30. Staff only pay lip-service to trainee input
31. The training is flexible enough to meet the needs of
individual trainees
32. Various learning styles are considered in training
33. Training helps trainees identify/clarify personal
goals for being in P.C.
34. Trainees feel training is irrelevant to what they
really need to know
35. Trainees feel held back from learning by other
trainees
36. Personal goals are often overlooked in activities
37. Session time is used efficiently
38. Trainees complete assigned tasks
39. The learning atmosphere encourages conscientious
behavior
40. Break times tend to be longer than needed
41. Trainees frequently daydream in sessions
42. The objectives of many tasks are unclear
Item two is an item that had not been noted as problematic in
early examinations by trainees and trainers yet obviously presents a
moderate level of concern over whether it is measuring what it is
supposed to measure. Interestingly, a close examination of other
statements in the Participation dimension subset (see Table 5) does
not show any levels of correlation above 0.50 with the Trainer
Support dimension subset. It should also be noted that with the
exception of three item dimension correlation levels, all levels are .53
or below.
Table 5
Correlation Between Responses to Participation Subset Dimension Items and
Mean Responses for Other Dimension Subsets for a Social Environment
Assessment Instrument
Dimension Subsets n = 158
Trainer
Support
Participation
Items
Affiliation
Clarity/
Order Control
Personal
Goals
System
Maintenance
1 . .32 .34 .37 .13 .38 .54
2. .60 .59 .50 .53 .50 .51
3. .44 .53 .5 1 .49 .47 .36
4. .28 .35 .31 .31 .39 .34
5. .50 .43 .39 .44 .43 .34
6. .27 .33 .25 .13 .36 .42
When consideration was given to the face validity of item two
and the lack of strong statistical evidence of invalidity, it is not
apparent that an alteration is necessary, for this time. Although the
item appears to have a neutral level of correlation, rather than the
desired lower level of correlation with items outside its own
dimension subset, as can be seen by comparing Table 3 and Table 4,
item two correlates much more strongly (0.71) with items in its own
dimension subscale than items outside the Participation dimension
subscale.
84
Chapter Summary
This chapter was concerned with addressing the second
implementing question of this study, "By what procedure would such
an instrument be created and what would be the contents?" In this
chapter, an explanation was given of the three-step process that
resulted in the instrument labeled SEAT (Social Environment
Assessment of Training). This process was roughly based upon the
process used in the development of four social environment
assessment instruments constructed for use in classroom settings
(Fraser, 1987). However, somewhat different procedures were used
in the development of the instrument in this study because of the
difference in setting and the desire to have as much input as possible
into the instrument development procedure by the audience who
would actually benefit form the instrument. The overall process
involved three basic steps; (1) identification of the dimensions of the
training environment, (2) writing of statements that measure these
dimensions, and (3) field testing and analysis of a draft instrument.
The specific procedures used in each of the steps is summarized
below.
Identification of Dimensions
The first part of this step involved gaining a broad understanding of
social environment assessment by examining literature regarding
important aspects of the social environment in an educational setting
After examining the applicability of various instrument dimensions,
designs/procedures to a pre-service training setting, the process of
determining dimensions began. This process evolved around the
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solicitation ot opinions of trainees regarding what they thought were
the important dimensions of the training environment. The first
attempt to solicit opinions produced poor results and was abandoned.
In this attempt, extensive one-on-one discussions were held with
four selected trainees to identify what dimensions they felt should
be included. After discussions with four trainees, it became apparent
that responses were varying so greatly that the information was of
limited use. A second attempt to gain input from trainees was only
marginally more successful. Three trainees were asked individually
to simply state what they felt made up the non-physical components
of a successful training program. Again the responses were too
varied. Finally, usable responses were obtained by asking all
trainees willing to participate to simply write 10 action statements
that described an aspect of what they consider an ideal training
environment.
The final part of this step involved selected members of the
training staff reviewing, as a group, the statements and sorting them
into categories. These categories eventually became the dimensions
for the instrument.
Writing of Statements
After the training staff arranged statements made by trainees
into categories by dimension, statements were again reviewed by the
trainer group in an effort to move toward the writing of items for the
assessment instrument. In the item writing process, statements that
were very similar were combined and others were reworded for
clarification. Next, the researcher compiled the draft statements into
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a rough draft instrument that was individually reviewed by three
other trainers, all of whom spoke English as a second language, and
nine current Peace Corps Volunteers. Readability was the primary
issue in their review and numerous statements were altered.
From the input from the volunteers and local trainers, a draft
instrument was completed containing 70 statements. Forty-two
trainees and trainers were administered the instrument in a PST
program to insure instrument directions were clear and statements
were understood. Following the administration of the instrument and
the compilation of the results, meetings were held with subgroups of
the 42 trainees to check for face validity based upon results of the
meetings with trainees and evaluation of the scores, and a second
draft instrument was constructed.
Field Testing and Analysis
The second draft instrument was completed by 161 trainees in
five pre-service training programs in five countries. The instrument
was then examined for reliability and validity using the results of
158 acceptably completed instruments. Reliability was examined by
investigating the internal consistency of the instrument by
determining the correlation between responses for the item and the
mean of responses for all items in that dimension subset. Validity of
the instrument was examined through the use of a discriminant
validity procedure whereby the correlation between item responses
and mean responses for the dimension subscale outside the item
dimension subscale.
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The results were that three items--numbers 5, 29 and 40--
showed weak levels of internal consistency, thus bringing into
question their reliability. Close examination of these three items
showed that all were stated in a negative manner. Suggestions were
made as to how these three items could be improved in terms of
reliability.
In addition, the validity of one item came into question. Item 2
was found to have an overall neutral level of correlation with the
mean of responses outside its own dimension thus bringing into
question the discriminant validity of the item. However, there was
no apparent explanation for this phenomena and the item did show
high correlation with items in its own dimension subset. No
suggestions were made on how this item could be altered to improve
it's discriminant validity.
As can be seen in Table 6, when mean correlations were
obtained for dimension subsets using operations to determine
internal consistency and discriminant validity, the instrument
developed showed the desired characteristics. For all seven
dimension subsets, correlation levels are considerably higher for
internal consistency than for discriminant validity.
Table 6
Mean Dimension Correlations of a Test for Internal Consistency and
Discriminant Validity for a Social Environment Assessment Instrument
n = 158
Dimension Overall Correlation for
Internal Consistencv
Overall Correlation for
Discriminant Validity
Participation 0.63 0.40
Trainer Support 0.66 0.36
Affiliation 0.67 0.34
Clarity/Order 0.63 0.38
Control 0.62 0.36
Personal Goal 0.59 0.35
Attainment
System Maintenance 0.59 0.36
Note: Values under Internal Consistency and Discriminant Validity represent
the mean of item correlation values for all items in the dimension as found in
Table 3 and Table 4, respectively.
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CHAPTER 5
USES OF THE INSTRUMENT DEVELOPED
Overview
The realities of conducting an adult training program are
frequently very different from the visions of what should take place.
In the world of Peace Corps training, this appears to be particularly
true. Relatively inexperienced trainers are working six days a week
to ensure that the overall training goals are met. Such issues as
drinking water and toilet facilities tend to take precedent over the
finer points of an adequate training program, including training
evaluation.
In reality, the use of any training evaluation approach may
depend to a greater extent on the simplicity of administration, ease
in interpretation, and clear utility of the results than any other
factors. To further complicate the issue of use of any new
approaches, busy trainers will naturally fall back on what they are
already familiar with, regardless of quality. As noted earlier, an
editor of Adult Learning states, "In spite of the array of models from
which to choose, many people function from only what they learned
in the last evaluation course they took" (Sandmann, 1991, p. 6).
Although this chapter does not seek to address the issue of how
to get people to use a new evaluation approach, much of the thought
behind this chapter, and indeed this entire study, is the need by
trainers for simple and useful tools. Chapter four was concerned
with demonstrating that a reliable social environment assessment
instrument could be developed for an adult training setting. Now
that a reliable instrument has been developed, it follows that
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attention should turn to application. This chapter is primarily
concerned with addressing the third and final implementing question
of the study; in what ways could the resulting instrument be used as
a training and evaluation tool? However, this chapter also seeks to
show the simplicity and utility of social environment assessment in
general and social environment assessment of training (SEAT)
specifically.
This chapter will first highlight some ways that other social
environment assessment instruments have been used that are
particularly relevant to adult training settings. Then an example will
be presented of what could have been reported to a training
manager based upon responses to SEAT, version two, followed by
examples of actual uses thus far of the SEAT instrument.
Example Applications of Other Similar Tools
It is worthwhile to review some of the varying uses of other
social environment instruments in order to ascertain the range of
possibilities in application of assessment instruments. Unfortunately,
in relation to published research on validating social environment
assessment type instruments, there is a dearth of information on
application of results to improvements in educational environments.
This may in part be due to application research being carried out at
local levels, such as within schools or school districts, with study
results not being reported in widely circulated periodicals.
Although some of the instruments noted below were not
developed for an adult settings, and in some cases were not used in
an adult setting, each of the examples represent a unique application
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ot perceptual measures of the social environment in educational
settings. By reviewing these examples, a better understanding of the
range of applications is possible.
Results Used to Modify Teacher's Classroom Behavior
Fisher and Fraser (19X5) report a case at an Australian school
where the Classroom Environment Scale (CES) results were directly
used by a teacher to modify his behavior and thus improve his
classroom climate. The case involved a teacher developing climate
improvement procedure for his class that was later adopted by other
teachers. The procedure involved five steps. They were:
1. Assessment A version of the CES was administered to
all students in the class.
2. Feedback Tabulation of results was done and the
teacher considered feedback information.
3. Reflection/Discussion The teacher engaged in discussions with
other teachers about the results and
reflected on their comments and the
feedback.
4. Intervention The teacher developed a two-month
intervention strategy to improve classroom
climate. One example reported came from
scores on the CES dimension of teacher
support that involved moving around the
room and talking with the students more.
Another that received unfavorable
perceptions in the CES dimension ot order
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involved establishing a better system of
distribution and collection of materials.
5. Reassessment The CES was administered at the end of the
intervention to determine whether the
students were perceiving their classroom
any differently from before the
intervention.
According to Fisher and Fraser (1985, p. 23), some changes in
student's perception of the social environment did occur in five of
the six dimensions of the CES. "After the intervention students
perceived much more Teacher Support, Task Orientation and Order
and Organization, and a little more Involvement and Rule Clarity."
In a somewhat similar application of a social environment
assessment instrument, Alan DeYoung administered Moos’ ideal form
and real form of the CES to one of his introductory sociology classes,
then used the results to improve the social climate of subsequent
classes. DeYoung initiated social environment assessment as an
evaluation tool because "traditional students evaluations of college
classes have almost always looked at teacher quality rather than at
the entire social/intellectual climate of the classroom." In an effort
to assess the total class, he administered the Real and the Ideal
versions of CES. The results showed several areas of discrepancy
between what the students view as the best possible classroom social
environment (the ideal classroom climate) and their perception of
the climate as it existed (the real climate). For example, the students
indicated significant discrepancy between the amount of class
involvement there should ideally be and the amount of class
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involvement that existed (ideal was much higher than real). Another
area of significant difference was in rule clarity. Again, the ideal
version score in the dimension was much higher than the real
(DeYoung, 1978 p. 254)
These and other discrepancies between the ideal and the real
caused DeYoung to restructure the course. He systematically
concentrated on areas where the greatest discrepancy was indicated.
For example he switched from a text-book emphasizing overall
concepts in sociology to one emphasizing more case studies and thus
requiring more discussion and class involvement.
Following the restructuring, presumably the next semester, CES
Ideal and Real was again administered to his sociology class. The
results indicated that though scores for the ideal were similar
between the classes, there was a significant shift in the real with the
results of the ideal and the real being much closer together. DeYoung
states, "the results clearly show that changing the social climate along
lines suggested by the CES is quite possible" (DeYoung, 1978, p. 255).
Although not directly stated, DeYoung also implies that the improved
class climate led to improved performance by the students.
Learning Outcome Considered
The learning outcome prediction value of social environment
assessment has been the topic of numerous studies (Fraser, 1986).
Whereas the two examples above illustrate how results from social
environment assessment instruments can be used in a very direct
manner to alter the social environment in an educational setting, the
two examples below offer a different, somewhat less hands-on
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approach. Nevertheless, they do illustrate a use that could be
replicated using the SEAT in an adult training environment.
Fisher and Fraser conducted a large study of environmental
relationship outcomes in Australia in 1983 (Fraser, 1986). The study
involved 2,175 grade 8 and 9 science students in 116 classes, each
class with a separate teacher. In order to measure the relationship
between classroom environment perceptions and learning outcome,
cognitive and affective measures were used at the beginning and at
the end of the school year. To economize on test administration, one-
third of each class was given the CES, one-third was given a test to
measure cognitive skills and one-third was given a test to measure
the affective domain
.
Using the class as the unit of analysis, simple correlation
between class means on the cognitive and affective measurements
and the various dimensions of the CES were determined at the
beginning and end of the year. Results showed that a significant
level of correlation existed between classes with higher achievement
levels between pretest and posttest and increases in scores on
certain dimensions of the CES between the beginning and end of the
school year. For example, the strongest correlation in the cognitive
area existed between measurement of comprehension of science
reading scores and the dimension of task orientation, a result that
would be expected by most educators familiar with a grade 8 or 9
classroom. A somewhat more surprising result was the relatively
higher correlation between the dimension of affiliation and
comprehension of science reading scores (.13) (Fraser, 1986).
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In the alfective domain, the correlation was much stronger in
general. One result of particular interest was the strong correlation
(.42) between the enjoyment of science lessons and the CES domain
of involvement. Also of interest was the strong correlation (.41)
between leisure interest in science and the CES dimension of Order
and Organization.
The second example is a 1978 study by Bernice and Rudolf
Moos that examines the relationship between classroom climate and
student absences and grades. This study uses a somewhat more
simplistic approach than the study above. It involved a
representative sample of 19 classes from a high school in which
almost all students were enrolled in a college prepatory curriculum.
The students in the study were administered the CES. Class means
on each subscale were then later correlated with median numbers of
absences for each class for the year and mean overall grade for the
class (Moos, R. and Moos, B., 1978).
The results showed that students in classes with the highest
mean grade scored the highest on all three of the subscale areas
related to the relationship dimension and on statements related to
rule clarity but lower on statements in the teacher control
dimension. Classes that students saw as high in competition and
teacher control had higher rates of student absenteeism (Moos, R.
and Moos, B., 1978).
Although both of the examples of learning outcome prediction
studies are similar in many ways they illustrate two slightly
different research approaches. The first one used a pretest-posttest
situation to assist in determining learning outcome and any shift in
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environment that may have occurred while the second involved only
one administration of an instrument and relied on existing records.
Diversity Issues
One area that appears to have gone almost wholly ignored in
social environments in educational settings research is the topic of
varying perceptions ot people because of their ethnic background or
gender. This area of research is particularly relevant to this research
because of the international setting of the instrument testing, the
gender mix in Peace Corps training programs, and the increased
consciousness of the organizations around issues of diversity.
Unfortunately only one study could be found that addressed
the topic of diversity in any manner in an adult educational setting.
"Gender Differences in Adult Student Perceptions of College
Classroom Social Environment" by Carole Beer and Gordon
Darkenwald (1989) looked at, as the title indicates, differences in
male and female perceptions of classroom social environments. Their
hypothesis was that (1) women students perceive the classroom
social environment to be more affiliative than do men students and
(2) women students perceive a greater degree of involvement in the
classroom than do men students.
Using Darkenwald's Adult Classroom Environment Scale, 43
classes were randomly selected from 149 introductory-level classes
taught by full-time faculty at a small urban community college. Of
the 439 adult students who completed the research instrument, 64.7
% were women and 35.3 % were men. Ages ranged from 19-66, with
a mean of 26.2 years. ACES (actual version) was administered to all
97
but five of the classes during the fifth week. The fifth week was
selected because the authors felt it gave the classes sufficient time to
group norms.
The first hypothesis, that women students perceive the
classroom environment to be more affiliate than men was supported.
The mean score for the affiliation dimension was 3.06 for women and
2.96 for men. Interestingly, the second hypothesis was supported
with identical mean scores in the involvement dimension (3.06 for
women and 2.06 for men). No effects were found because of the
proportion of women in a class or their age (Beer and Darkenwald,
1989).
Not only is the topic of the Beer's and Darkenwald's 1989 study
relevant, the methodology could also be considered as a guide. The
issue of when to assess social environments in an adult educational
setting becomes much more of a concern than with assessments in
primary or secondary schools. Educational activities for adults tend
to be shorter in length and thus study results could be greatly
influenced by the degree to which the norms of behavior for the
group have been established. Beer and Darkenwald elected to
conduct their study after five weeks but offered no substantive
information beyond what we assume to be their intuition on why
this particular lapse of time was selected. It can be assumed that
this time period was adequate as there was no mention of this issue
in the data analysis.
The data analysis methods are also of interest and could serve
as a guide for studies involving the SEAT or a SEAT-type instrument.
Multivariance of analysis (MANOVAS) was conducted for each of two
dependent variables; the Aiiiliation Dimension and the Involvement
Dimension (Beer and Darkenwald, 1989).
As Moos states, "Social climate indices have a uniquely broad
range of practical utility. The social climate may mediate observed
relationships between other types of environmental dimensions and
outcome criteria. Information about social climates can be fed back
to participants in an environment and can be used to motivate
change in that environment (Moos, 1977, p. 27).
Possible Recommendations Based on Actual SEAT Results
As is illustrated above, uses of social environment assessments
are many and varied. In an effort to demonstrate practical
applications of social environment assessment (specifically the SEAT)
in an adult training setting, data which were collected for validation
purposes in a large Southeast Asia Peace Corps post's pre-service
training program were examined. In Table 7, the results are
presented by item and dimension as a mean score for all trainees
and as a mean score by gender.
Based upon the information provided in Table 7 the following
summary of findings could have been given to the training manager.
Statements one through six regarding the Participation
dimension appear to indicate that even though the overall scores for
this dimension are high, a mild problem could have existed with
individuals dominating discussion. Overall trainees agreed (4.52)
that some trainees do dominate discussion. However, statement 5,
"The general atmosphere of the training discourages discussion,"
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appears to indicate (2.24) that the general atmosphere does not
discourage discussion.
Table 7
Results of SEAT (Draft Two) From a Large Peace Corps Post in Southeast Asia
N = 59 AVG AVG AVG
FOR FOR FOR
ALL M F
PARTICIPATION DIMENSION 3.89 3.97 3.85
1. Everyone pays attention in training activities 4.00 3.26 4.41
2. Everyone has equal access to participation 4.65 4.81 4.57
3. Everyone feels comfortable sharing their views with 3.81 4.00 3.70
others
4. Staff always seem to call on the same trainees 3.33 3.00 3.53
5. The general atmosphere of the training discourages 2.24 2.00 2.37
discussion
6. Some trainees frequently dominate discussions 4.52 4.24 4.68
TRAINER SUPPORT 4.57 4.71 4.50
7. Trainees can always go to trainers for help 4.88 5.10 4.76
8. Staff care how the trainees feel 4.64 4.52 4.71
9. Staff encourage trainees to do their best 4.88 5.10 4.76
10. Staff are generally more supportive of some trainees 3.10 2.86 3.24
than others
11. Trainers lower trainees self-esteem 2.36 2.19 2.45
12. A feeling of trust exist between staff and trainees 4.49 4.57 4.45
AFFILIATION 4.19 4.20 4.19
13. No trainee is ever intentionally left out of a 4.16 4.05 4.22
conversation
14. The trainees work well together 4.66 4.67 4.66
15. The trainees openly share their feelings and thoughts 4.12 4.12 4.12
with one another
16. Trainees respect each others feelings 4.39 4.57 4.28
17. Trainees seldom help one another with problems 2.45 2.38 2.49
18. Trainees frequently get on each other's nerves 3.71 3.81 3.65
CLARITY/ORDER 4.19 4.21 4.18
19. Trainees' and staffs expectations of training are 3.71 3.57 3.80
similar
20. Activities follow a logical sequence 4.30 4.29 4.31
21. Training materials are well understood 4.28 4.33 4.25
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(Table 7 Continued)
22. Staff generally don't seem to know what is going on 2.22 2.10 2.29
23. Trainees are often confused about logistical 3.29 3.48 3.18
arrangements
24. Staff communicate poorly with one another 2.63 2.33 2.81
CONTROL 4.27 4.38 4.21
25. Staff frequently seek input from trainees 4.89 5.52 4.53
26. The training atmosphere encourages responsibility 4.06 4.05 4.07
for own actions
27. Training rules are for the benefit of all 4.23 4.14 4.28
28. Many trainees feel manipulated 2.61 2.71 2.56
29. Training has created dependency on P.C. for guidance 3.25 3.14 3.31
in behavior
30. Staff only pay lip-service to trainee input 2.68 2.55 2.75
PERSONAL GOAL ATTAINMENT 4.04 4.04 4.05
31. The training is flexible enough to meet the needs of 4.20 4.33 4.13
individual trainees
32. Various learning styles are considered in training 4.13 4.33 4.00
33. Training helps trainees identify/clarify personal 4.06 4.05 4.07
goals for being in P.C.
34. Trainees feel training is irrelevant to what they 2.66 2.81 2.57
really need to know
35. Trainees feel held back from learning by other 3.44 3.81 3.22
trainees
36. Personal goals are often overlooked in activities 3.04 2.88 3.13
SYSTEM MAINTENANCE 3.95 3.99 3.92
37. Session time is used efficiently 3.53 3.90 3.31
38. Trainees complete assigned tasks 4.53 4.52 4.53
39. The learning atmosphere encourages conscientious 4.30 4.29 4.31
behavior
40. Break times tend to be longer than needed 2.78 3.07 2.61
41. Trainees frequently daydream in sessions 3.88 3.76 3.94
42. The objectives of many tasks are unclear 3.00 2.93 3.04
Note:
This questionnaire contained statements about various dimensions of the social
environment of the training. Trainees were asked to what extent they agreed
or disagreed with each statement. This questionnaire assessed their
perception of what the training was actually like. Trainees indicated their
level of disagreement or agreement with each statement by circling the
number after each statement which corresponded to their choice.
1 = very strongly disagree 3 = disagree 5 = strongly agree
2 = strongly disagree 4 = agree 6 = very strongly agree
Raw scores are presented by average for all trainees and average by
gender. Averages for all items in each dimension are also presented with
correction for negatively loaded statements. A indicates a negative
statement. Note: scores for negatively worded statements are raw scores.
They have not been reversed.
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Statements 7-12 regarding trainer support appeared to
indicate that a strong supportive environment existed in the training.
For example, responses to statement seven (4.88) indicated that the
trainees felt they could go to trainers for help. This was especially
true among male trainees (their average response was 5.10).
However overall response to statement 10, "Staff are generally more
supportive of some trainees than others" was neutral (3.10), possibly
indicating that some favoritism could have existed. This feeling was
somewhat stronger among women (3.24) than men (2.86).
Statements 13-17 on affiliation dimension appear to indicate
that the group was very cohesive. The only area of concern could be
that indicated by the score of 3.71 on the statement "Trainees
frequently get on each other's nerves." Although this score is not a
strong indicator, it does indicate that some problems may persist.
Furthermore, the score for males on this statement (3.81) indicated
the problem tends to be more serious among the male trainees.
Statements 19-24, regarding the Clarity/Order dimension, and
37-42 regarding the System Maintenance dimension, are similar in
many ways. However, the response to question 23, "Trainees are
often confused about logistical arrangements" (4.06), indicates that
directions may not always be as clear as they could be. Note that
male and female responses are almost identical. Although not
indicated to be a serious problem, another point of concern may be
low levels of engagement by trainees during sessions. Number 37,
"Session time is used efficiently" and 41, "Trainees frequently
daydream during sessions," with scores of 3.53 and 3.88 respectively
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indicated that work may be needed with the training staff on session
design and/or presentation.
Statements 25-30, regarding the Control dimension, appear to
indicate that a feeling of partnership existed between the staff and
trainees. For example, statement 28 "Many trainees feel
manipulated "indicates (2.61) that they felt they were not
manipulated. Another indicator is that the trainees felt the staff
frequently sought input (4.89). However, it is interesting to note that
female trainees did not agree (4.53) as strongly as male trainees
(5.52) that staff sought their input. Incidentally, this supported the
general trend that the male trainees felt slightly more positive about
the staff than the female trainees.
Statements 31-42 addressed the domain of Personal Goal
Attainment. The only issue in this dimension appeared to be in
possibly more adequately addressing individual learning needs. A
response of 3.44 for statement 35, "Trainees feel held back from
learning by other trainees," and (3.04) on statement 36, "Personal
goals are often overlooked," indicates there could be a wide range of
skill levels and abilities/disabilities that need to be addressed.
As the above comments demonstrate, the use of SEAT or other
tailored social environment assessment instruments in an adult
training setting could be a substantive addition to summative or
formative evaluation efforts. If analysis could be conducted quickly
following the administration of the instrument during training,
discussions with staff could result in corrective measures. As a
summative tool, the information would be valuable in future staff
training efforts. More will be discussed on other possible uses later
in this chapter.
Examination of Actual Uses
of the SEAT Instrument
To date there have been at least 12 occasions where a version
of the instrument developed in this study, SEAT, was used. In the
following section, five actual field uses of the SEAT instrument,
version one and two, are explained. In addition to the use of SEAT
results as an assessment tool, which is the common use of social
environment assessment instruments, examples of the use of the
SEAT instrument as a cross-culture and training tool is explained.
Sources of information are firsthand experiences of the author and
the accounts of two experienced Peace Corps training managers.
Author's Use of SEAT as a Training Tool
Over the three years that the author was involved with the
evolution of the SEAT instrument, early versions or parts of the
instrument were used on numerous occasions to aid in training,
serving both a monitoring and evaluation function and as a tool in
training. Following are three accounts of use of the SEAT, each with a
somewhat unique element.
Use as a Cross-Culture Training Tool with Staff
During Pre-service Training (PST) at an Asia-Pacific Region
Peace Corps post, version two of the seat was administered to 27
trainees and seven trainers as part of the effort to validate the
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instrument as described in chapter four. As a matter of interest,
mean scores by item and by dimension were determined.
The following year, in preparation for the next PST, one week
of training was held for the five local contracted staff who were to
direct language and cross-culture programs and three second year
Peace Corps Volunteer staffs who were to give general assistance to
the training components. During this week of staff development, a
90 minute session was conducted utilizing the SEAT instrument and
the results from the previous PST. The purpose of the session was to
increase the staffs awareness of the perceptual differences that may
exist between the trainees and the staff regarding behavior during
PST and to identify specific staff behaviors that would help in
providing an atmosphere conducive to learning.
The session began by posing the question, "What makes a social
atmosphere in training that is conducive to learning for the
trainees?" The following main points were made by the group and
put on a flip chart:
• The staff should be friendly and helpful to trainees at all times
• Most behavior rules for group living should be made by the group
and staff should enforce these rules
• Trainees should be encouraged to socialize with each other and
staff and given time to do so.
• Sessions should be well planned and no longer than necessary
• All trainees should be treated equally, regardless of how much
they are liked or disliked by statf.
105
• Trainees and staff should treat each other with respect and
adhere to local cultural norms.
• The staff should make it clear to the trainees what is expected of
them in sessions.
• It would be made clear to staff and trainees where they should be
at what time and rules regarding use of the campus.
• Everyone should share in the responsibilities of housekeeping
Following the brainstorming session on what makes a social
atmosphere that is conducive to learning, the staff were given a
blank copy of the SEAT with statements in number order and the
mean scores for each item for all trainees, trainees by gender, and
for staff. The assessment form was explained, as was the method by
which the numbers were obtained. One of the local trainers and all
of the volunteer trainers had completed a version of the form either
one or two years previously.
The staff were asked to pair up and were given the following
instructions: As a large group decide which are the four most
important comments. Each pair then takes one of the comments on
the flip chart and finds items on the assessment instrument that
relates to the comment on the flip chart. After identifying items that
relates to your comment, look at the scores and determine if there
were major differences between the trainees and staff. Be prepared
to report your findings to the group. The staff selected the following
four comments from the flip chart:
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• The staff should be friendly and helpful to trainees at all times
• All trainees should be treated equally, regardless of how much
they are liked or disliked by staff.
• Trainees and staff should treat each other with respect and
adhere to local cultural
• It would be made clear to staff and trainees where they should be
at what time and rules regarding use of the campus.
The trainers followed instructions with no major procedural
questions. After a period of about 30 minutes the large group was
reconvened for reports by each pair. Each report initially consisted
of noting statements on the SEAT that corresponded with a selected
comment on the flip chart. When asked to comment on differences
seen in perception, three of the four pairs noted some differences,
but with little elaboration. However, through probing questions,
which centered around their feelings compared with what the
trainees stated, fruitful discussions started. The discussions after
each report seemed to center on local cultural norms in conflict with
American norms. The American trainers present also made
significant and insightful comments. Highlights of the discussion
were as follows.
The staff were pleased that the trainees generally felt that the
staff had been friendly and helpful, even though they had not
actually been the trainers. However, they were concerned that some
female trainees may have felt that staff seemed to always call on the
same trainees. The response on the SEAT was 3.95 (almost agree )
among females for the statement Staff always seem to call on the
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same trainees". The staff seemed to feel that there is a rather high
level of discomfort among local male training staff when dealing with
young female trainees. Statements were made to the affect that
some male trainers were afraid that the female trainee may think he
is sexually interested if much attention is given a female. Some of
the American staff pointed out that many of the females, when they
first arrive, are accustomed to working closely with men and may
not understand the local customs at first.
With regard to the flip charted comment regarding trainees
and staff treating each other with respect, the results of SEAT
statement number 16, "Many trainees don’t respect one another's
feelings," evoked a considerable amount of discussion. The results
show somewhat strong agreement with statement 16 among trainees,
especially females (4.59 for males and 4.71 for females). However,
trainers scored this statement 2.43, indicating a moderate level of
disagreement with the statement. One local trainer noted that since
staff and trainees were sharing a dorm area, it would seem that staff
should be aware of the general feelings among trainees. However, in
this case they apparently weren’t. Discussion continued with
comments around the local staffs’ ability to notice subtle behaviors
among trainees, such as crossing arms, changing the subject too
quickly or not showing interest in what someone has said. Later, as a
direct result of this discussion, a session on trainee and trainer
behaviors was conducted.
In a discussion about the flip chart comment, "It should be
made clear to staff and trainee where they should be at what time,
and rules about use of the campus," the results of SEAT statement
108
number 26, "The training atmosphere encourages responsibility for
own actions," were brought out. The results indicate a large gap
between responses from trainees and trainers, 4.15 and 2.57
respectively. One local trainer hypothesized that because the
trainees were young and coming from liberal college environments
they were not used to having to be so careful about their behavior.
He went on to point out that in their mind they may be taking a
great amount of responsibility for their own actions just to stay
within the basic framework of rules. Another trainer disagreed and
suggested that the local training staff is seeing the trainees through
the eyes of their fellow countrymen and therefore even minor
offenses of local customs seem like major offenses. The discussion
around this topic went on for a long period of time.
Although this is not a complete report of the session, it can be
seen that the purpose of the session was met; the participants did
become more aware of perceptual differences that may exist
between the trainees and the staff. There were several concrete
results of this session. One was that a staff training session was held
around the topic of recognizing and understanding subtle verbal
communication and body language among American trainees. Other
direct results, although somewhat less tangible, were that the
trainers all resolved to try to communicate the reasons behind rules
and expectations in behavior more clearly and for the male trainers
to seek to work with the female trainees more.
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Use as a Cross-Cultural Training Tool with Trainees
The session described below took place during a PST in East
Africa in 1991. There were 12 trainees, five local training staff, and
a Peace Corps Volunteer in the role of a training assistant. In
addition, the author was the training manager. The purpose of the
training session was to increase the trainees' understanding of East
African cultures, specifically related to local perceptions of
Americans' behavior.
The day prior to the session, version one of the SEAT with
statements arranged in order and grouped by dimension was
distributed to all 12 trainees and the five local trainers. They were
asked to individually complete the form. The volunteer assistant
chose not to participate. Before the session started the trainers were
asked to complete the instrument and then average the score of all
five trainers for each statement.
The session began with a statement of the purpose of the
session. The participants were told that as a group we would review
what they indicated on the form and then compare and contrast
differences in perception between trainees and staff. It was
emphasized that though the PST program environment was not a
typical social setting, it was one the trainees understood and
therefore could better relate to observations and comments made by
the training staff.
After the introduction, a procedure was followed whereby the
facilitator would read a statement, then ask the trainees as a group
what they put down as a score. Through a short discussion with the
trainees, a general consensus was reached on the perception
ot the
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trainee regarding the statement. When the consensus was reached
this number was put on the chalk board, usually a whole number.
The facilitator would then turn to the trainers and ask them what
their average score was for the response. If there was general
agreement between trainees and trainer little discussion would be
encouraged, though on several occasions controversy arose over
differences between trainees' perceptions. If notable differences
existed between the trainee and the trainers, the trainers were asked
to explain their view of the situation. The trainees would then be
asked to give comments. So much enthusiastic discussion arose from
the session that time ran out and the group suggested that the
session be continued the following day. Below are some examples of
comments resulting from two SEAT statements.
The statement that brought out some of the strongest feelings
among the trainees and trainers was number 31, "The training is
flexible enough to meet the need of individual trainees". The score
given by the trainees for this statements was a 3 while the trainers'
mean score was 4.6. In the discussion, the trainees were careful to
point out that they were not dissatisfied with the training, but that
the language training had a very regimented structure that relied
extensively on rote memory. The trainers admitted that this was the
case but rejected the idea that the approach should be any different
and that, in fact, there was much more variation in activities in Peace
Corps PST than they ever had in school. The discussion quickly
moved into a comparison of educational approaches, a subject that
had not been covered in training thus far.
Another topic that led to extensive discussions relates to
statement number 15, "The trainees openly share their feelings and
thoughts with one another." While the trainees decided upon a
rather low score for this statement (a 2.5), the trainers mean score
was 5. The perception of the trainees was that they often kept a lot
of information to themselves or only shared it with a few people. It
seemed to be the general feeling that once they got to know each
other better this situation may change. In contrast, the trainers felt
the trainees were not afraid to talk about anything, and frequently
did. There seemed to be a level of real surprise from the trainers
that the trainees felt they did not share their feeling very much. One
trainer even a made a remark to the effect that he wondered what
some people would talk about once they did get to know each other
better.
The line of discussion around what trainees did or didn't talk
about led to the topic of what was considered acceptable to discuss
with local host families and friends. It also led to discussions about
some of the factors in a society that cause people to be more or less
open with the information they possess.
Use to Change a Training Environment
This third example of the use of the SEAT instrument involved
a very straightforward approach of tabulating the results from the
trainees and, after reviewing the results with the trainers,
developing strategies to change perceptions that were of concern.
Even though no post-test was conducted, as was done in a similar use
of a social environment assessment by an Australian teacher noted
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earlier in this chapter, a later discussion with trainees did reveal that
they felt corrective measures did have an impact.
The SEAT, version one (see Appendix D), was given
approximately two weeks into a pre-service training programs in one
of the states of the Federated States of Micronesia. The results were
tabulated by mean score for all trainees. Scores were not tabulated
by gender nor were the trainers asked to complete the instrument.
The results indicated possible problems in three areas. These
areas were:
• Inappropriate remarks by some trainers. This concern came from
statement number 18, "Trainers discuss some trainees with other
trainees." The mean response was 3.52, indicating some level of
agreement with the statement.
• Possible unclear expectations and poor planning. These concerns
come from statements number 31, "trainees know what is
expected of them" and 34, "Activities follow a logical sequence."
Responses were 3.86 and 3.6 respectively, both indicating only a
moderate level of agreement.
• Possible unclear communications with trainees about policies and
arrangement. These concerns come from statements number 38,
"The training policies are confusing" and number 40, "Trainees are
often confused about logistical arrangements." The responses
were 3.36 and 3.74 respectively, both indicating some level of
agreement.
The staff met at the regular weekly staff meeting and
discussed the results, especially the three apparent problem areas
noted above. It was obvious from discussions that the staff did not
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all feel as the trainees did. This was particularly true relative to how
clear trainers felt they were about policies and arrangements. After
a lengthy discussion that included a clear explanation of the SEAT, it
was resolved that the staff would generate a specific plan of action to
address the three areas of concern. The staff decided that to save
staff time the group of six staff would work in pairs to develop the
plans and present the plans at a mid-week meeting.
The following Wednesday the action plans were presented.
They primarily involved specific activities that various staff would
take such as reviewing the weeks' activities every Monday morning,
the language instructors meeting weekly with their trainees to
discuss their progress and expectations for the coming days and the
training manager conducting a session on policies and the reasons for
the policies.
At the end of the fourth week of training, a discussion was held
with trainees in which the results of the SEAT were shared and the
efforts of the staff to correct/counter problems indicated by the staff
were discussed. There was general agreement that the three areas of
concern had been addressed.
Uses of SEAT by Two Training Managers
Over a three-year period between 1992 and 1994 at least 11
pre service training managers have used a form of the SEAT
instrument. Because the instrument had not been validated, the
primary uses have been as a training and monitoring tool. Below are
examples of the way two training mangers have used the SEAT
instrument to enhance their training program. In the first
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illustration the training manager inherited a training social
environment considered undesirable and set about seeking ways to
change the environment. In the second illustration the training
manager used the instrument as an evaluation tool in monitoring
training.
Illustration One; Altering an Environment
In the case of training manager "A", he received a group of 12
trainees who had participated in four weeks of intensive technical
training on another island. They were coming to the six week phase
of technical, language and cross cultural training for which he was
responsible. To conduct the training he had a training staff
consisting of three language trainers and a community assistant. The
training site was a rural secondary school and trainees lived with
local families. The four weeks of technical training had been held on
a campus of a major educational institution in the country where the
trainees lived in a dormitory. They had shared the campus training
site with four other PST groups.
Upon the trainees’ arrival at the second site, the training
manager and staff noticed that there was an unusually high level of
tension within the group. Individual discussions with trainees
revealed that the training in the first site had been marred by
several events, including an attempted assault upon a female trainee
by a man from a near-by village, a "self esteem crushing scolding by
a member of the training staff and numerous logistical problems
resulting in inadequate food and transportation arrangements. It
was obvious that measures had to be taken to increase the morale of
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the group but it was not obvious what could be done to identify
specific ways to ensure the training at the phase II site was a more
positive experience.
Among documents that had arrived with the trainees from the
first site was a set of SEAT forms completed by the trainees. In
reviewing these completed forms it became clear where areas of
dissatisfaction had been strongest. The manager decided to conduct
a session aimed at improving morale among the trainees by using the
completed form from phase I in identifying areas of their concern,
then have the group propose ways to avoid those types of problem in
the second part of training.
Before the session the training manager compiled mean scores
for each statement and reviewed these with his staff. The manager
and staff noted areas of apparent concern. The session with the
trainees began with an acknowledgment that there had been
problems during the first phase of training but that, by working
together, the second phase should be a more positive experience.
The training manger then distributed blank copies of the SEAT form.
Then, using a flip chart, he noted items that he and the staff
members interpreted as problem areas. The trainees and staff then
discussed each item. Eleven items were discussed in all.
Following the identification and discussion of problem areas,
the trainees were asked to brainstorm what they considered to be
areas of concern in the present training program. The areas of
concern generally paralleled those identified in Phase I (it must be
kept in mind that this exercise was conducted during the first week
of the Phase II training). Following the brainstorming, the trainees
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and staff were asked to identify specific suggestions for addressing
these areas during the training. A list of suggestions was drawn up
and periodically reviewed during the training program and at
weekly meetings.
Illustration Two; A Formative Evaluation Tool
This second example takes place in a Pacific island nation with
a Peace Corps training intake of approximately 20 per year, all in one
training class. Unlike many PST events in other countries, the
trainees remained at one site throughout the 12 week training
program.
This example is similar to a pretest posttest research design.
However, the training manager was not intending to use the results
for any research purposes. She was only seeking to maintain a
quality training program.
PST programs are normally considered to be very intense. As
such, many trainers consider it advantageous to have various
components of the training program at different locations. This
provides some breaks to the trainees and some natural elements of
closure to components of the program.
Trainer "B" knew that changing training sites was not a
possibility because of arrangements that had been made and was
therefore concerned that the environment of the training would
deteriorate as the training progressed, even if a good social
atmosphere existed during the first part of the training program. To
assist in monitoring this situation she used the SEAT instrument
twice, once about two weeks into the training program and again
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during the eighth week. She decided that two weeks was a long
enough time period to allow the trainees to "norm" (develop
relationships with one another and with the training staff).
In addition to obtaining input from trainees, she decided to also
ask the training staff to complete the SEAT form in order to better
understand their perceptions of the training environment and to
compare the perceptions of the trainers with the trainee. After the
SEAT was administered the first time, the results were tabulated by
trainers and trainees as groups. The trainees were also tabulated by
gender. In a staff meeting at the end of the second week, a review
was conducted of the results. There were no responses from trainees
that indicated any problems existed at that point in the training. In
addition there was only one statement where some disagreement
existed between trainees and trainers. This statement was number
13, "No trainees are ever intentionally left out of a conversation."
Trainees responded with a mean score of 4.2, indicating strong
agreement, while staff responded with 2.5, indicating a
disagreement. In a discussion regarding this difference, some
trainers stated that they had seen trainees alone very frequently and
felt that they were being left out by the other trainees. The staff
decided that no specific action should be taken but that everyone
should monitor the situation.
According to the training manager, the training program
progressed very well with no major problems. However, there were
the common problems associated with any intense program involving
a moderate number of people. Some trainees begin to lose interest in
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the program while others tended to be interested in sessions but
withdrew socially.
By the seventh week of the training there was a general
malaise among trainers and trainees that was resulting in trainees
and trainers being late to sessions, little participation in some
sessions, and general "grumbling" about food, accommodations, other
trainees, and the like. Because of the level of discontent, the training
manger decided to move up the planned administering of the SEAT
from the eighth week to the seventh. The SEAT (same version) was
administered again to both trainees and trainers.
The SEAT was again tabulated by mean for all trainers and
trainees and also by mean for gender for trainees. As before, the
staff met to review the results. The results of the second
administering of the SEAT were not surprising. The results of
several statements indicated some areas that should be addressed.
For example, there was low agreement on statement number 31,
"The training is flexible enough to meet the needs of individual
trainees." Another area of concern was the level of agreement with
number 24, "Staff communicate poorly with one another."
Interestingly, the staffs perceptions of the training did not offer any
surprises. The staff, as would be expected, did not totally agree with
trainees, especially on areas of communication and clarity.
To move toward improving the training environment and
correcting problem areas, a list of what the staff considered to be the
most important issues was put on flip charts. Next to each issue, a
strategy was listed to address the issue. At the weekly staff
meetings during the remaining four weeks of training these issues
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were reviewed and comments from staff regarding changes were
encouraged. The training manager was of the opinion that the
training environment improved and that the process she followed for
identifying specific problem areas with the SEAT and addressing
these problems was successful.
Chapter Summary
The focus of this chapter was to address the third and final
implementing question of this study - - In what ways could the
resulting instrument be used as a training and evaluation tool? This
chapter began by examining some practical ways social environment
assessment has been used in classroom settings that are relevant to
adult training settings and then documented specific examples of the
use of SEAT in adult training environments.
It was noted that the use of perceptual-type scale instruments
to evaluate classroom learning environments appeared to be
increasing. However, some ways that social environment assessment
has been used in classroom learning environments is much more
applicable to adult training settings than others. Specific examples
were given of how two teachers used social environment assessment
in their classroom in a manner transferable to an adult training
setting. This served to demonstrate that other procedures used in
classroom social environment assessment may also be transferable.
Five examples were given of how the SEAT instrument has
been used as both a training tool and as an evaluation tool. The five
examples illustrated:
1 . Cross-cultural staff training tool
120
2. Cross-cultural training tool with trainees
3. Formative/summative evaluation tool in a pretest-posttest
type design
4. Training tool in altering a pre-existing adverse social
environment
5. As a formative evaluation tool
The role of the SEAT instrument, or a SEAT-like instrument
developed for another adult training setting, can be a valuable
addition to a cross-cultural training program. This has very much
been the case in the Peace Corps pre-service training programs
where it has been employed thus far, both in staff training and in the
program for the trainees. As is described above, perceptions of
trainees and trainers of the same situation can be very different.
Consideration of these differences in perception offers a tangible way
to address differences in values and beliefs of the perceivers. Having
specific examples of differences in perceptions is frequently an
element lacking in Peace Corps pre-service training because the
trainees have not yet been extensively exposed to the beliefs and
values of the culture in which they will live.
As part of the demonstration of applications of social
environment assessment in an adult setting, this chapter also sought
to emphasize the simplicity of application. The examples of use in
adult training settings were all undertaken with a minimum of
requirements in terms of time or resources and proved useful to the
trainers. As suggested in the beginning of this chapter, the actual
use of a new approach may depend more on ease of administration
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und clear utility ot results than any other factor. While this chapter
sought to give specific examples, the use of social environment
assessment in adult training programs is only beginning. This author
looks in anticipation to entire studies in adult training settings
devoted to uses of instruments like SEAT.
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CHAPTER 6
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
The final portions of this research focus upon what has been
learned from this study. Unlike most studies involving the
development of an assessment instrument, this study does not center
upon the data the assessment instrument provided. This study
focuses upon the process by which the instrument was developed so
that the process can be applied in other settings. Subsequently, the
finds and conclusions of this study focuses upon what was learned
from the process, not what the information obtained tells us about a
particular pre-service training program.
This final chapter begins with a summary of the rational for
this study, the setting, and the research approach taken. This is
followed by a discussion of the major findings of the study and
conclusions that can be drawn from these findings. This study
concludes with recommendations for further research in social
environment assessment in adult training settings.
The Rational. Setting and Research Approach
Because of the somewhat unusual nature of this study, the
examination of an instrument development process, the rational for
conducting the study and the setting in which this study was
undertaken is especially relevant.
Over $45 billion is being spent annually on job training in
private and public organizations in the United States and proposals
have been made by the current US. administration to legislate
increases in job training by private companies (Gerber, 1993).
Training programs are obviously increasing in importance. Field
work by the author in adult training settings and discussions with
other professional trainers led to the strong belief that a great need
exist for well defined applied research into the role of the social
environment of a training program in successful training
management. Measurement of the social environment appeared to be
the place to begin.
Over the last two decades a number of evaluation instruments
have evolved to measure students' and teachers' perceptions of
classroom social environments. These classroom-based social
environment assessment instruments have proven to be effective in
improving the quality of the instructional experience. This study
sought to extend the use of this form of evaluation to an adult
training setting by documenting the development of a social
environment assessment instrument for use in an adult training
setting.
The U.S. government's Peace Corps program offered a suitable
setting for such an undertaking. The Peace Corps' program places
adult volunteers in two year assignments as development workers
world-wide. Before their placement the volunteer development
workers undergo an extensive pre-service training program,
primarily in a non-traditional setting. The pre-service training
programs are similar enough to ensure some element of quality
control and consistency between programs but not so structured as
to preclude great variations in the social environments. In addition,
the pre-training groups were attractive for study because ot the
consistency of the composition between the various trainee groups
124
yet some gender/ethnic diversity within each group. The various
groups of trainees are generally equally divided between males and
females and, though primarily recent college graduates of European
decent, usually also contain older adults and members of non-
European decent ethnic groups.
Preliminary study with Peace Corps' pre-service training
program groups not only confirmed the suitability of this particular
organization's training program for social environment assessment
research but also the need for research in this area. Preliminary
work also suggested that results specific to this organization would
be of service to the organization.
The overall research approach was that of a project study.
Since the research involved actually developing and using an
assessment tool, and not just inquiry into a phenomena, a range of
research methods were employed. This project began by using a
participatory based research methodology involving the solicitation
of ideas on the social environment of a training program from
trainees and staff. Early stages of this project involved working with
groups and individuals to explore and define the various social
environment domains characteristic of a Peace Corps pre-service
training program and to develop statements about those domains.
The project went on to involve more conventional quantitative
instrument development techniques requiring statistical analysis of
data from 158 trainees and trainers. Finally the project shifted back
to more qualitative methodology involving interviews with
experienced trainers regarding the utility of the social environment
assessment instrument developed. Explanations of the various
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research methods employed in this study are not only included in
the discussion in Chapter 3 on the research approach, but also in the
explanation of the instrument development process and uses of the
instrument in chapters four and five.
Findings and Conclusions bv Implementing Question
The findings and conclusions can best be discussed in three
broad categories as they relate to the three implementing questions
of this study, those questions being:
1. Do the methods commonly used for assessing the social
environment of classroom settings provide a basis for
creating an instrument to measure the social environment
in an adult training setting?
2. By what procedure would such an instrument be created
and what would be the contents?
3. In what ways could the resulting instrument be used as a
training and evaluation tool?
As Related to the First Implementing Question
Information for addressing the first implementing question
was found through a review of numerous studies on social
environment and learning in classroom settings. It was found that
the methods commonly used for assessing the social environment of
classroom settings do provide an excellent basis for the development
of an instrument to measure the social environment in an adult
training setting. This basis consisted of both a sound theoretical
framework and approaches in instrument construction.
126
Regarding the theoretical framework, the concept of a social
environment or climate and its influence on behavior has its origins
in the works of Kurt Lewin and Henry Murry. Lewin (1934),
theorized that an individual's behavior is strongly influenced by his
or her total "field" or environment. Murry (1938) built on Lewin's
work by theorizing that people react differently to characteristics of
the social environment and that the press of the social environment
can either support or retard the satisfaction of needs. Research on
social environments of educational settings has confirmed that
educational settings we create have a great impact on the behavior of
people in that setting (Moos, 1979, p. 273). Haertel and Walberg
(1981) reported from research conducted in several countries that
use of student perceptions of the social environment as predictor
variables established consistent relationships between the nature of
the learning environment and various student cognitive and affective
outcomes. Fraser (1986) reviewed more that three dozen studies
having to do with the relationship between the social environment in
an educational setting and learning outcome with conclusions much
the same as Haertel and Walberg.
The methodology of instrument construction for the purpose of
social environment assessment appeared to have begun with
observational type instruments, notably the work of J.W.
Wrightstone in the 1930's (Nielsen and Kirk, 1974). By the 1 970’s
social environment assessment came to be dominated by perceptual
measures using questionnaires completed by participants in the
educational setting, notably the work of Rudolf Moos and Herbert
Walberg. In 1973 Moos published the Classroom Environment Scale
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(CES), an instrument examining student's perceptions in several
clearly defined social environment dimensions. This instrument
established a trend in classroom social environment assessment
instrument format that continues until this time. CES and similar
instruments that followed offered an general assessment instrument
format and construction approach which appeared to be adaptable to
an adult training setting and in the end was adaptable. The three-
step instrument development process used in this study was loosely
based upon the steps used in the development of four social
environment assessment instruments constructed for use in
classroom settings. These instruments were the Classroom
Environment Scale (CES), developed by Moos; and the Learning
Environment Inventory (LEI), My Class Inventory (MCI), and the
Individualized Classroom Environment Scale (ICES), developed by
Fraser in cooperation with other researchers. In addition to
the conclusion that classroom based social environment assessment
research does provide a useful basis for social environment
assessment research in an adult training setting, another very
important conclusion related to the first implementing question was
reached. The social dimensions which are commonly examined in
order to assess the overall social environment in a classroom of
children and adolescents is quite similar to those dimensions
identified in this study as important in a Peace Corps training setting.
In Chapter 3 of this study, relevant dimensions for assessing
the social environment in a Peace Corps pre-service training program
were identified and an explanation was given of the process by
which the dimensions were identified. The process involved a group
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of five professional trainers identifying the dimension as a group
activity. Their guide for identifying dimensions were the action
statements of 14 trainees regarding what they, the trainees,
considered an ideal training environment to be (see Opinions of the
Trainees in Chapter 4). The dimensions they identified were
remarkably similar to dimensions identified by various researchers
examining social dimensions in an adolescent/child classroom setting.
If the social dimensions to be assessed are conceptually so
similar between a child/adolescent classroom and an adult training
setting, it may be found that dimensions to be assessed, using the
procedure outline in this study, are very similar between adult
training settings (i.e. a Peace Corps training program and a farmers'
association training program). If true, this phenomena would imply
that a degree of standardization in social environment assessment
instruments to be used in different adult training settings is possible.
However, any move toward development of a somewhat
standardized instrument should be undertaken with extreme caution
in order to avoid a one-size-fits-all approach in a world where adult
training settings vary so radically.
As Related to the Second Implementing Question
The procedures by which an instrument was developed for
assessing the social environment in an adult training setting was
explained in detail in Chapter 4. Findings from this undertaking
show that a well defined format for development of a useful
instrument for assessing the social environment in an adult training
program is not only possible, but practical.
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The instrument developed, labeled SEAT (Social Environment
Assessment of Training), was the result of a general three-step
process. As indicated in the discussion of findings related to
implementing question one, the process was loosely based upon the
steps used in the development of four social environment assessment
instruments constructed for use in classroom settings. However,
different procedures were used in the development of the
instrument in this study because of the difference in setting and the
desire to have input into the instrument development process by the
learners. The steps and procedures are described in Table 8 below.
As recommended by Fraser for such instruments (1986, p. 24), test
for internal consistency and discriminant validity were carried out
on the resulting instrument. The finalized instrument can be found
in Appendix E.
These findings lead to the conclusion that the procedure for
construction of an instrument for assessing an adult training
environment, as outlined in Table 8, could be replicated in many
other adult training settings. Furthermore, adherence to this
procedure would result in an instrument similar to SEAT, but tailored
for the individual setting.
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Table 8
Steps in the Development of SEAT for Peace Corps Pre-service Training
Step Procedure
1.
Identification of (1) literature regarding important aspects of the
salient dimensions of social environment in an educational setting is
the learning examined for applicability to the PST setting
environment (2) the members of the target audience (the
trainees) are ask to write statements regarding the
social environment of the training
(3)
the training staff, after reviewing selected
literature on social environment assessment
examines the statements made by the trainees and
identifies training dimensions
2. Writing items that (1) the training staff arranges statements made of
measure these trainees by dimensions identified in step one,
dimensions eliminates duplicate statements and combines
similar statements
(2) researcher compiles trainer revised statements
by dimension into a draft instrument
(3) draft instrument is revised after reviewed by
numerous former trainees and trainers for clarity
of meaning, and English usage
(4) draft instrument is completed by trainees and
trainers in a PST to insure instrument directions
are clear and statements are understood
(5) meetings are held with subgroups of the 42
trainees to check for face validity
(6) based upon results of the meetings with
trainees and evaluation of the scores, a second
draft is constructed
3. Field testing and item (1) the second draft instrument is completed by 158
analysis. trainees in five PST programs in five countries
(2) the results are checked for internal
consistency and discriminant validity
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There are two circumstance in a training setting which would
undoubtedly prevent the use of the procedure identified in Table 8.
One such circumstance would be a setting with significant restrictions
on input into the management of the training program by trainees
and trainers. As can be imagined, such an oppressive environment
would severely restrict the type of input and dialogue necessary for
the instrument development procedure outlined. Open dialogue and
input is especially critical in step one, procedure three and step two,
procedure five.
The other circumstance which would undoubtedly severely
restrict the use of the procedure outlined in Table 8 would be a
setting where the training programs are of very short duration.
Although there is no way to determine the recommended minimum
length of a training program for use of the outlined procedure at this
point, programs of less than two days would not appear to be
appropriated. In very short training programs trainee may not be
able to respond accurately if ask to write statements regarding the
social environment of the training as needed for step one, procedure
three. Although elements of a social environment can be established
very quickly in a training program, a more balanced perception of a
training program does take time.
Another conclusion which can be drawn from findings
regarding the procedures by which SEAT was developed is that the
active inputs of the trainees (the learners) in the instrument
development process is important, and perhaps even critical, in
assessment instrument development of this nature.
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The tirst instance of reliance on learners input came in the first
step of the instrument development process whereby the learners
were asked what they thought were important aspects of the
learning environment. Their responses were used as a basis for
identifying the social environment dimensions to be assessed. All
classroom based social environment assessment instruments
developed, including Darkenwald's Adult Classroom Environment
Scale (ACES), appeared to rely completely upon input of the
instructor and/or education experts to identify dimensions.
The second instance of greater reliance on the learner for input
came in the writing of test items. The trainees were found to be an
excellent source of information on the clarity of wording of items and
on the general face validity of the items through both written and
oral feedback. Again, learners did not appear to have any direct
input into item development in any of the classroom based social
environment assessment instruments examined, perhaps because of
the learners' ages . Based upon the success of the trainee based
approach in this study, the long held approach of not directly
involving the learner should be examined. This approach would
seem particularly relevant to any social environment assessment
instrument being developed for an adult clientele. Who better
knows what characterizes a particular learning environment and how
those characteristics can be stated than the learners in that
environment?
A final conclusion regarding implementing question three is
that, in the development of an instrument such as SEAT, oral review
for face validity is both economical and accurate. In this study, oral
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reviews of the initial results of the first draft of the instrument were
conducted with groups of trainees. This review allowed for a close
examination ot the face validity of the instrument. The question of
whether the instrument was measuring what it was intended to
measure was addressed promptly and effectively by using this oral
method. No other study examined or mentioned in a review of
numerous studies used the instrument development techniques of
orally reviewing the results of a study with the individuals who
completed the instruments. One explanation for the lack of oral
review may be that in many instances the learners were children.
However, all finds of this study indicate that oral review would work
effectively in an adult training setting.
As Related to the Third Implementing Question
Information for addressing the third implementing question
regarding the uses of the instrument developed was found through
examining some uses of similar classroom based instruments and
examining some actual uses of the instrument developed as the
result of this study.
Examples in literature were cited of uses of social environment
assessment instruments to investigate the relationship between the
social environment and learning outcome including both the
cognitive and affective domain in learning. Of particular interest was
one part of a study using Moos' Classroom Environment Scale in
Australia. The Australian study examined the relationship between
the CES dimension subscale of affiliation and science reading scores.
There appeared to be a strong relationship between student
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friendship and reading scores in science. The results of this and
other similar studies provided teachers with specific information on
how test scores may be improved by alterations in the classroom
environment.
Also of interest because of the diversity of people involved in
many adult training settings, was a study by Beer and Darkenwald
(1989). The study examined gender differences as they affect
perceptions of the learning environment. Using Moos' Classroom
Environment Scale in forty-three college level classes, Beer and
Darkenwald found that women perceived greater affiliation and
involvement in the classroom than did men.
The SEAT is known to have been used as a training and or
assessment tool on at least 12 occasions. Five of those uses are
documented. The five documented uses represent a range of uses
both as a training and an evaluation tool. The five documented uses
were as follows.
1. Cross-cultural staff training tool
The results of the instrument administer to one Peace Corps pre-
service training group, trainees and trainers, was used as a
training tool for a group of Peace Corps trainers. A cross culture
session was designed around the results with a focus on asking
why the trainees answered as they did and examining the
differences in perceptions between trainer and trainees and
between males and females.
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2.
Cross-cultural training tool with trainees
Trainers and Trainees in a small Peace Corps pre-service training
programs were asked to complete a version of SEAT. The results
were used in a cross culture session with the objective of
comparing and contrasting the perceptions of the East African
trainers with the American Peace Corps trainees. One of the
primary features of the discussion was the educational approach
employed by the trainers and the roots of this approach.
Specifically, rote learning was an issue of discussion.
3.
Formative evaluation tool
This example of the use of the SEAT instrument involved a
straightforward approach of tabulating the results from the
trainees and then reviewing the results with the trainers. A
strategy was then developed to change perceptions that were of
concern. Even though no post-test was conducted, a later
discussion with trainees revealed that the trainees felt corrective
measures did have an impact on improving training.
4.
Training tool in altering a pre-existing adverse social environment
In a two part training program the training manager of the second
phase received a group of 12 trainees who were not satisfied with
the way training was progressing. There had been friction
between some staff and trainees during the first phase of training,
problems with the local community, and numerous logistical
concerns. The phase two training manager used the SEAT
instrument completed by the trainees in the first phase as a basis
of a session aimed at gaining input into how the trainees felt
training could be improved in the second phase.
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5. As a formative evaluation tool
The SEAT was administered during weeks two and seven in a ten
week PST, all of which took place at the same site. Although the
results of the first administration of the instrument indicated
desirable results, the results of the second administration
indicated areas of concern to the training manager. In a move to
improve the training environment the staff listed at the weekly
staff meeting what they considered to be areas that needed
addressing based on the results of the SEAT. Using a flip chart
and open discussions, specific strategies were developed to
improve the training environment.
These findings lead to several conclusions. One is that an
assessment tool of this nature can play an effective role not only in
various aspects of training evaluation, but also in the actual training
process. As was stated in the findings, the SEAT was used in five
different ways, only two of which were directly related to training
evaluation. There is no reason to believe that a social environment
assessment instrument developed for another adult training setting
would not also encounter a similarly wide array of both training and
evaluation uses.
The final conclusion of this study related to implementing
question three is that the assessment technique must be kept simple.
As previously stated in the introduction to this study, the realities of
use of any training evaluation approach in an adult training setting
may depend more on the simplicity of administration and ease in
interpretation than any other factors. The findings of this study
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support that notion. Trainers were reluctant to use the first version
of the SEAT because it was too long. The trainers appeared to like
the straightforward, short and easily understandable statements in
the final version of the SEAT. All uses were very simple and
utilitarian in nature. There is no reason to believe that assessment
instruments developed in the same manner for other adult training
settings would not be used similarly.
Recommendations for Further Studies
This study was the first step is what hopefully will become a
substantial field of research in adult training. One major research
area that has not been addressed at all by this study is the
relationship between assessment instrument results and learning
outcome. This area has been examined to some extent in social
environment research in classroom settings (Fraser, 1983, P. 89).
Although it is obvious to every experienced trainer that some kind of
relationship does exist between the social environment and the
outcome of a training programs, the nature of that relationship is not
clear. Specifically, there are two areas of study related to this
relationship that could potentially contribute significantly to a better
understanding of the role of the social environment in all adult
training settings and specifically to improvements in Peace Corps'
pre-service training programs.
Dimension Responses and Dropout Rates
Are there relationships between responses in the various
dimensions and dropout rates? There are several ways such a study
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could be approached in a Peace Corps' setting. One would be to
investigate the relationship between responses and dimensions for
individual trainees, assuming individual respondent’s names were
available, and early termination reasons stated. Presently the early
termination reasons are coded by Peace Corps for ease in data
collection. Due to the relatively small number of terminations per
training group, it would be necessary to conduct a study such as this
on a region wide basis in order to obtain an adequate sample. A
study such as this could yield results that could help training
managers know what kind of social environment is most likely to
result in trainees successfully completing their Peace Corps
Volunteer service.
Dimension Responses and Outcomes in Training
A possible related study for Peace Corps, but somewhat easier,
would be an examination of the relationship between group
responses by dimension and overall dropout rates over a one to two
year period for a region. Knowing that trainees in countries with
histories of high early termination responded in particular ways on
the SEAT could provide assistance to training managers in pin-
pointing the problems.
The other possible areas of study related to the relationship
between the social environment in an adult training setting and
outcome would be inquiry into relationships between success and
scores on selected dimensions. Success should be judged by any
number of criteria ranging from scores on test to opinions of trainers
or employees. Although the nature of the development of this study
139
leaves no doubt that all seven dimensions are important, it would
also seem that some dimensions are more important to the success of
a training program than others. Can it be assumed that clarity of
instructions and expectations (Clarity/Order dimension) are of equal
importance to how well participants are interacting with one another
(Affiliation dimension)?
Other Possible Studies
In addition to learning outcome related studies, the use of a
SEAT type instrument as a tool in understanding the ramifications of
cultural differences within a training could be better understood. By
studying the relationships between background and responses on the
various dimensions, such issues as participation and expectations
around participation may become more apparent. By studying the
relationship between ethnic background and responses, the training
manager could have the information to adjust a program to enhance
involvement of a particular ethnic group. In the case of Peace Corps,
the perceptions of host country trainers could be better understood.
Since perceptions are guided by past experiences, thus culture,
training management is often challenging where trainers and trainee
are brought together from several different cultures.
SEAT is the first use known by this author of a social
environment assessment tool used in an adult training setting. It is
hoped that this study serves as a starting place for many further
investigations in this area.
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APPENDIX A
TWO ENVIRONMENT SCALES
Classroom Environment Scale (CES) Items
Developed by Rudolf Moos (Moos, 1978)
Task Orientation
Scoring
Item Number Direction
4 T Almost all class time is spent on the lesson for
the day.
1 3 T Students are expected to stick to classwork in
this class.
22 F We often spend more time discussing outside
student activities than class-related material.
3 1 T Getting a certain amount of classwork done is
very important in this class.
40 F Students don't do much work in this class.
49 T We usually do as much as we set out to do.
58 T If a student misses class for a couple of days,
it takes some effort to catch up.
67 F This teacher often takes time out from the
lesson plan to talk about other things.
76 F This class is more a social hour than a place to
learn something.
85 T The teacher sticks to classwork and doesn't
get sidetracked.
Affiliation
Scoring
Item Number Direction
2 T Students in this class get to know each other
really well.
1 1 F Students in this class aren't very interested in
getting to know other students.
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20 T A lot of friendships have been made in this
class.
29 T It's easy to get a group together for a project.
3 8 T Students enjoy working together on projects
in this class.
47 T Students enjoy helping each other with
homework.
56 F Students don't have much of a chance to get
to know each other in this class.
65 F It takes a long time to get to know everybody
by his first name in this class.
74 F There are groups of students who don't get
along in class.
83 F Some students in this class don't like each
other.
Involvement
Scoring
Item Number Direction
1 T Students put a lot of energy into what they do
here.
1 0 F Students daydream a lot in this class.
1 9 F Students are often "clockwatching" in this
class.
28 T Most students in this class really pay
attention to what the teacher is saying.
37 F Very few students take part in class
discussions activities.
46 F A lot of students "doodle" or pass notes.
55 T Students sometimes present something
they've worked on to the class.
64 F A lot of students seem to be only half awake
during this class.
73 T Students sometimes do extra work on their
own in the class.
82 T Students really enjoy this class.
Innovation
Scoring
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Item Number Direction
9 T New ideas are always being tried out here.
1 8 T What students do in class is very different on
different days.
27 F New and different ways of teaching are not
tried very often in this class.
36 T The teacher likes students to try unusual
projects.
45 F Students have very little to say about how
class time is spent.
54 T The teacher thinks up unusual projects for
students to do.
63 F Students are expected to follow set rules in
doing their work.
72 T Students can choose where they sit.
8 1 F Students do the same kind of homework
almost every day.
90 T In this class, students are allowed to make up
their own projects.
Teacher Support
Scoring
Item Number Direction
3 F This teacher spends very little time just
talking with students.
1 2 T The teacher takes a personal interest in
students.
2 1 T The teacher is more like a friend than an
authority.
30 T The teacher goes out of his way to help
students.
39 F Sometimes the teacher embarrasses students
for not knowing the right answer.
48 F This teacher "talks down" to students.
57 T If students want to talk about something this
teacher will find time to do it.
66 T This teacher wants to know what students
themselves want to learn about.
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73 F This teacher does not trust students.
8 4 F Students have to watch what they say in this
class.
Competition
Scoring
Item Number Direction
5 F Students don't feel pressured to compete
here.
1 4 T Students try hard to get the best grade.
23 T Some students always try to see who can
answer questions first.
32 F Students don't compete with each other here.
4 1 T A student's grade is lowered if he gets
homework in late.
5 0 F Grades are not very important in this class.
59 F Students here don't care about what grades
the other students are getting.
68 T Students have to work for a good grade in this
class.
77 T Sometimes the class breaks up into groups to
compete with each other.
86 F Students usually pass even if they don't do
much
.
Order and Organization
Scoring
Item Number Direction
6 T This is a well-organized class.
1 5 T Students are almost always quiet in this class.
24 F Students fool around a lot in this class.
33 F This class is often in an uproar.
42 T The teacher hardly ever has to tell students to
get back in their seats.
5 1 F The teacher often has to tell students to calm
down
.
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6 0 T Assignments are usually clear so everyone
knows what to do.
69 F This class hardly ever starts on time.
78 T Activities in this class are clearly and
carefully planned.
87 T Students don't interrupt the teacher when
he's talking.
Rule Clarity
Scoring
Item Number Direction
7 T There is a clear set of rules for students to
follow.
1 6 F Rules in this class seem to change a lot.
25 T The teacher explains what will happen if a
student breaks a rule.
34 T The teacher explains what the rules are.
43 T The teacher makes a point of sticking to the
rules he's made.
52 F Whether or not students can get away with
something depends on how the teacher is
feeling that day.
6 1 T There are set of ways of working on things.
7 0 T In the first few weeks the teacher explained
the rules about what students could and could
not do in this class.
79 F Students aren't always sure if something is
against the rules or not.
88 T The teacher is consistent in dealing with
students who break the rules.
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ADULT CLASSROOM E^TRCNMENT SCALE
Fora A - Revised (Darkenwald, 1987)
Directions. The purpose of this questionnaire is to find out what your class
is like. This is' not a test. There are no right or wrong answers. Please
give your honest opinions about the class you are attending now. Your answers
are confidential—your instructor will not see them.
The questionnaire will take you about 10 minutes to complete. We thank you in
advance for taking the time to complete the questionnaire carefully. Your
ocinions are most important and will help us improve future classes.
For each of the statenants below, go through the following steps :
Read the statement carefully and decide hew well it describes the
dass you are now attending. (The word "class" means whatever typs of
educational activity you are presently involved in; it can be a
course, workshop, seminar, etc.)
_ indicate your opinion bv circling one of the choices provided.
.
Ee
sure that" you circle oniv one choice for each statement. (It. is okay
to cross cut a. choice if you change your mind.) Ee sure to circle a
choice for each and everv statement; please do not leave any blanks.
TOFF THE STATEMENT DESCRIED YCUR CLASS?
STATI^IENrS
1. Students help to decide the topics to
be covered in the class
2. The class is flexible enough to meet
the needs of individual students
3 . The teacher craes to class prepared
4. Students are often bored in the class
5 . The teacher seldom talks about things
not related to the course . . - •
6. Many students think that the class is
not relevant to their -lives
-Strongly Disagree
-Disagree
-Agree
-Strongly
Agree
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DOES THE STATEMENT DESCRIBE YOUR CLASS?
STATEMENTS
7.
Students often ask the teacher
questions
-Strongly Disagree
-Disagree
-Agree8.
The students in the class work well
together
9. learning objectives were made clear at
the start of the course
10. The teacher makes all the decisions in
the class
11. Most students enjoy the class. . • <
12. The teacher expects every student to
learn the exact same things.
1
1
.1
13.
Students in the class can select
assignments that are of personal interest
to them 1
14. The teacher makes little effort to help
students succeed
15. The teacher talks down to students.
16. Students regularly meet assignment
deadlines
17. Students often share their personal
experiences during class. ...
18. Students often discuss things not
related to course content
19. Activities not related to course
objectives are kept to a mjjrimuin.
20. Most students look forward to the
class
. 1
-Strongly
Agree
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DDES THE STATEMENT DESCRIBE YOUR CLASS'7
-Strongly Disagree
-Disagree
-Agree
26.
Hie class lacks a clear sense of
direction .1
27.
Hie subject ratter is adequately
covered
-Strongly
Agree
STATEMENTS
21. Most students in the class pay attention
to what the teacher is saying. ... 1 2 3 4
2 Hie class is well organized 1 2 3 4
23. Hie teacher encourages students to do
their best. . 1 2 3 4
24. Students do a lot of work in the class. 12 3 4
25. A few students dominate the discussions
in the class 1 2 3 4
28. The teacher sticks to the lesson plan
regardless of student interest. . . .1
29. Most students take part in class
discussions 1
30. Students do not know what is expected
of them 2-
31. Hie students in the class leam little
from one another 1
32. Most students in the class achieve
their personal learning goals. . . . 1
33. Hie students in the class enjoy working
together 1
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
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DDES THE STATEMENT DESCRIBE YOUR CLASS?
34. The teacher cares abcut students'
feelings
25. The teacher tries to find oat what
individual students want to learn. .
36. Getting work done is very important
in the class
-Strongly Disagree
-Disagree
-Agree
-Strongly
Agree
. 1 2 3 4
.12 3 4
12 3 4
37 . Students participate in setting course
objectives
38. The is more a social hour than a
place to learn
39. The teacher rarely deni nates class.LTj-&u
discussion 1
40. The teacher respects students as
individuals 1
41. Learning activities follow a logical
sequence 1
42. Students seldom interact with one
another during class 1
43. Students have the opportunity to learn
at their own pace 1
44 . The teacher likes the students in the
class
45. Students in the class feel free to
disagree with one another 1
46. Friendships have developed in the class
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
3*4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
3 4
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mrc; "H-Tr! STATEMEOT DESCRIBE YOUR CLASS?
ctTATEMENTTS
47 . Students feel free to question course
requirements
48. The teacher ceres whether or not ^rie
students learn
-Strongly Disagree
-Disagree
-Agree
.1
. 1
49 . Hie teacher seldom insists that you
do things his or her way 1
-Strongly
Agree
50. What is your sex? (circle number) :
51 . What is your age? (write in number
of years)
52. What is your highest educational
credential?
1* Female
2 Male
years
(circle one number)
1 No credential
.
2 High school diploma
3 Associate degree
4 Bachelor's degree
5 Graduate degree
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APPENDIX B
A SHORT SUMMARY OF SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT ASSESSMENT AS PRESENTED
TO TRAINING STAFF ASSISTING WITH INSTRUMENT DEVELOPMENT
INTRODUCTION
There are numerous ways to examine an educational situation. Frequently used
methods include; outcome testing, such as a language proficiency exam; evaluation
questionnaires completed by trainees and/or staff and; various cost analysis strategies.
In recent years another type of assessment has evolved which examines the social
environment in educational settings. Thus far, this type of assessment has primarily been
used in the educational setting of a formal classroom. This project is an attempt to expand
this highly useful type of assessment to the educational setting of training.
Our immediate mission is to review some of the more commonly used social
environment assessment instruments that have been used, then adapt/adjust/create a social
environment assessment instrument appropriate for the educational setting of Peace Corps
preservice training.
WHAT IS SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT AND SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT ASSESSMENT?
Simply put, social environment is the personality of a specific group of people,
such as a class, villagers or even a family. Social environment assessment is a term
commonly used in education for the exercise of examining the "personality" of an
educational setting, such a classroom. Basically, what is being examined is patterns of
behavior in classrooms or other types of educational settings. There are obviously a very
large number of possible behavior patterns that could be looked at in any educational
setting. However, it is known from previous research and basic intuition that certain types
of behavior patterns have more to do with learning than other types of behavior patterns.
One of the earliest researchers in this area, Rudolf Moos, successfully assessed
social environments of classrooms by asking students and teachers their perceptions of
three types of behavior patterns (Moos termed these types "dimensions"). Moos' three
"dimensions" are relationship (the type and degree of personal relationships formed in the
educational setting), personal development (the opportunity for personal goal
achievement...) and. system maintenance and change (the clarity of expectations regarding
maintenance/control and change). Other later researchers have altered Moos' dimension to
best suit their educational settings but have generally kept the basic concept of seeking
students and teachers perceptions of various dimensions 1 ' intact. Attached are several
examples of social environment assessment instruments. Note that only one instrument
was specifically developed for adult educational settings and is divided into six basic
dimensions.
HOW IS AN ASSESSMENT OF THE SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT USEFUL TO
EDUCATORS?
Research has established strong relationships between certain perceived
characteristics in the social environment and certain educational realities, such as
achievement and drop out rate. Social environment assessment activities have been useful
in helping educators determine if certain of their educational objectives, such as
cooperation, have been met or if the desired "atmosphere" in the classroom exists. Another
common use has been in simply helping teachers and perspective teachers understand the
social environment of classrooms. There are no other types of assessment tools that have
been extensively and successfully used in examining the social environment of educational
settings.
HOW IS AN ASSESSMENT OF THE SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT OF PEACE CORPS
TRAINING USEFUL?
As with assessment of classroom environments, a number of uses can be made of
information collected in the assessment. These can be divided into immediate uses and
long term uses.
Immediate Uses
Data taken from a newly developed social environment assessment instrument for
Peace Corps training could not be considered statistically reliable without further testing.
However, the instrument and the information gathered would be useful as training tools in
a variety of ways. One of many possible uses would be activities centered around
differences in perceptions on various "dimensions" of the instrument between American
trainees and host country trainers. Sessions could be designed to bring out discussions
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around the values associated with dimensions" where differences in perceptions are noted.
This type of activity' may be especially useful to trainees assigned to schools.
Another use would be as a tool for self examination for trainees. Activities could
center around the trainees becoming more aware of their own perceptions of what an ideal
learning environment is and how their perceptions are similar or different from other
trainees and from reality. This type of activity would be especially useful in trainina topics
related to adult learning.
Long Term Uses
After a period of testing for reliability and validity of the instrument developed here,
studies could be conducted to determine relationships between information received from
the assessment at various training and such factors as achievement in training, early
termination and attitude. Results of these studies would be extremely useful in identifying
aspects of a training program that need adjustment. For example, if studies conducted
determined a strong relationship between achievement and perceived organization and
clarity (a dimension used in the ACES), then mid training assessments showing great
differences in perceptions could raise a red flag for the training staff and lead to alterations
in the training strategy for that training. In a larger application, whole training strategies or
philosophies of regions may conceivably be altered to reflect findings regarding the
relationships between the social environment of training and desired characteristics, such as
low ET rates, etc...
SOME CONSIDERATIONS IN DEVELOPING A SOCIAL ENVIRONMENT
ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT FOR PEACE CORPS TRAINING (partial list)
As previously stated, our mission is to adapt/adjust/create a social environment
assessment instrument appropriate for a Peace Corps preservice training. There is no right
or wrong way that is developed at this point will be a prototype requiring extensive testing.
There are several issues which must be considered in the instrument development process.
1 . Length of the assessment instrument. - Time is usually in very short supply at any
training activity. Furthermore, forms that are too long tend to be haphazardly
completed.
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2. Difficulty of wording. Many trainer completing the instrument do not have English
as their tirst language. Highly technical terms and jargons should be avoided.
3 . The instrument should be constructed in such a way that responses are easy to
tabulate.
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.APPENDIX C
POOL OF ITEMS DEVELOPED BY TRAINERS
PARTICIPATION
-(-Everyone speaks in training activities
+Everyone actively listens in training activities
+Everyone's comments are welcomed in training sessions
+Ethnic minorities have equal access to participation
+01der trainees' participation is always welcomed
-Men more actively participate in training activities than women
-Trainees frequently withdraw from the group
-Trainers always seem to call on the same trainees
-The general atmosphere of the training discourages participation
-Women more actively participate in training activities than men
TRAINER SUPPORT
-(-Trainees take the time to talk with everyone
+Trainees can always go to trainers for help
+The trainers sincerely like the trainers
+The trainers care how the trainees feel
-i-The trainers make every effort to help the trainees succeed
-(-The trainers encourage trainees
-The trainers are generally more supportive of the men than the
women
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-The trainers are generally more supportive of the women than the
men
-Trainers make inappropriate remarks to some trainees about other
trainees
-Trainers do not take into consideration individual trainee needs (or
trainee provide a balance between individual and group needs
AFFILIATION
+The trainees work well together
+The trainees share their feelings and thoughts with one another
+The trainees feel comfortable disagreeing with one another
+Many friendships have been made among trainees
+Trainees assist other trainees in meeting goals
-Many trainees don’t like one another
-Ethnic differences among trainees have hindered the development
of friendships
-Trainees seldom help one another with problems
-Male and female trainees seldom talk with another about real issues
-Trainees of different age groups don’t talk with one another very
much
(trainees care about their trainers - doesn't fit in affiliation because
all are talking about relationship between trainees and this is talking
about relationship between the trainers and the trainee)
CLARITY/ORDER
-(-Trainees know what is expected of them
+The training sessions are well organized
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+The trainers are always well prepared
+Activities follow a logical sequence
-Training policies are implemented equally with all trainees
-Information provided in sessions is no enough for the stated goals
-The training policies are confusing
-Trainers generally don t seem to know what is going on
-Trainees are often confused about logistical arrangements
CONTROL
+Trainees participate with staff in making important decisions
4-Trainees are treated as adults
(Trainees act as adults)
-i-Trainers frequently ask trainees for input
4-Trainees generally feel that their success ultimately depends on
their own initiative
-In reality, the trainers determine almost all activities
-Rules are more for the benefit of the trainers rather than the
trainees
-Many trainees feel manipulated
-The training is really controlled by the syllabus, not trainers and
trainees
PERSONAL GOAL ATTAINMENT
-(-Trainers consider the personal goals of trainees
when planning activities
+The training is flexible enough to meet the needs of individual
trainees
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-(-Various learning styles are considered in training
-fTrainers are aware of trainees’ personal goals
4-Trainees have the opportunity to learn at their own pace
-Trainees generally feel that the training is unnecessary
-Trainees feel held back from learning by other trainees
-(Trainers don't know why they are in training)
-Trainees generally do not assist other trainees in meeting their goal
TASK ORIENTATION
-(-Trainers use session time efficiently
4-Trainees are good about sticking to the topic
-(-Trainers are good about sticking to the topic
-(-Trainees complete assigned tasks
-Trainers frequently talk for long periods of time about unrelated
subjects*
-Trainees frequently talk for long periods of time about unrelated
topics*
-Sessions are more social than learning oriented
-Break times are usually longer than needed
-Trainers are not always well prepared
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APPENDIX D
FIRST DRAFT OF SEAT ITEMS
PARTICIPATION
1
. Everyone pays attention in training activities
2. Everyone's comments are welcomed in training sessions
3. Ethnic minority trainees have equal access to
participation
4. Older trainees have equal access to participation
5. Trainees are comfortable sharing their views with one
another
6. Men more actively participate in training activities than
women
7. Trainers always call on the same trainees in training
sessions
8. The general atmosphere of the training discourages
participation
9. Women more actively participate in training activities
than men
10. Some trainees take up much more discussion time than
others
TRAINER SUPPORT
1 1 . Trainers take the time to talk with everyone
12. Trainees can always go to trainers for help
13. The trainers care how the trainees feel
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14 . The trainers make every effort to help the trainees
succeed
The trainers encourage trainees to do their best
Trainers are generally more supportive of the men than
the women
The trainers are generally more supportive of the
women than the men
Trainers discuss some trainees with other trainees
19. Trainers lower trainees self-esteem
20. Trainers provide a balance between individual and group
needs
AFFILIATION
21. No trainee is ever intentionally left out of a conversation
22. The trainees work well together
23. Trainees share their feelings and thoughts with one
another
24. Trainees are comfortable disagreeing with one another
25. Support systems have been formed among trainees
26. Many trainees don't respect one another
27. Ethnic differences among trainees hinder friendships
28. Trainees seldom help one another with problems
29. Male & female trainees don't talk with one another about
real issues
30. Age differences among trainees hinder friendships
CLARITY/ORDER
3 1 . Trainees know what is expected of them
32. The training sessions are well organized
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33 . onThe trainers always have training materials ready
time
34. Activities follow a logical sequence
35. Training materials are well written
36. Training policies are implemented equally with all
trainees
37. Little written information in provided in training
sessions
38. The training policies are confusing
39. Trainers generally don't seem to know what is going on
40. Trainees are often confused about logistical
arrangements
CONTROL
41. Trainees participate with staff in making important
decisions
42. Trainers frequently seek input from trainees
43. The training atmosphere encourages responsibility for
own actions
44. Training policies are for the benefit of trainers and
trainees
45. Trainers sincerely welcome trainees input when it is
offered
46. Trainers talk down to trainees
47. Trainers determine almost all activities
48. Trainees are manipulated in training
49. Training is really controlled by the syllabus, not trainers
and trainees
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50. Training makes trainees dependent on P.C. for guidance
in behavior
PERSONAL GOAL
ATTAINMENT
51. Trainers consider personal goals of trainees when
planning activities
52. The training is flexible enough to meet the needs of
individual trainees
53. Various learning styles are considered in training
54. Trainers are aware of trainees' motivations for being in
P.C.
55. Trainees have the opportunity to learn at their own pace
56. Training is relevant to what trainees think they really
need to know
57. Trainees are held back from learning by other trainees
58. Training does not help trainees clarify their reasons for
joining P.C.
59. Trainees do not assist other trainees in meeting their
goals
60. Individual needs are not considered in training policies
TASK ORIENTATION
61. Trainers use session time efficiently
62. Trainees generally stick to the topic in sessions
63. Trainers generally stick to the topic in sessions
64. Trainees complete assigned tasks
65. There is a positive learning atmosphere in sessions
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66. In informal training discussions, trainers discuss
unrelated matters
67. Some trainers don't know the goals of sessions
68. Trainees don t understand the goals of many sessions
69. Break times are generally long
70. Trainers are not well prepared
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APPENDIX E
SOCIAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF TRAINING
INSTRUMENT
Item numbers by Dimensions
Instrument with numbers
Instrument without numbers (as given to trainees and trainers)
Dimensions Examined by Social Environmental Assessment Instrument for Training
Statements 1 - 6 Participation
Statements 7 - 12 Trainer Support
Statements 13 - 18 Affiliation/Cohesiveness
Statements 19 - 24 Clarity and Order
Statements 25 - 30 Control
Statements 31 - 36 Personal Goal Attainment
Statements 37 - 42 System Maintenance (essentially the same as Clarity and Order)
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No
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ever
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left
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conversation
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The
iraining
atmosphere
encourages
responsibility
for
own
actions
Activities
follow
a
logical
sequence
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